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THREE RATHER CURIOUS CASES came before the Lon- 
don police courts last week. In one of them a person was 
taken into custody on a charge of stealing a bracelet from 
Lady Honoria Cadogan, and she employed an attorney to 
defend her, who duly appeared in court, but his client 
was not in the dock. i was stated, without contradic- 
tion, that persons under charge are sometimes detained 
several hours at the police station before they are placed 
in the dock, and it has been suggested that this is done 
for the purpose of enabling the police to hold a preli- 
minary court of inquiry of their own, and that persons 
are illegally detained in order to afford the opportunity of 
completing the cases against them. A messenger was des- 
patched to Vine-street Station for the purpose of ascertain- 
ing why the prisoner was not forthcoming. On his return 
he informed the magistrate that the prisoner was cer- 
tainly in custody at the station, but that “there was at 
present no charge against her.’ Here is a British sub- 
ject absolutely detained in custody at the police station 
on the sole authority of the police, whilst the magistrate 
whose duty alone it is to remand or discharge a prisoner, 
if there are grounds for either course, is actually sitting 
in court to inquire into all such cases, and yet the police 
authorities detain the prisoner in custody, without 
having, upon their own showing, any case against her 
that would justify them in bringing her before the 
magistrate. Mr, Tyrwhitt no doubt censured the illegal 
proceeding, but added, “perhaps it may turn out that 
the present cause is one of loose practice rather than of 
system,” and the magistrate remarked that the person 
detaining the prisoner would be liable to an action for 
damages. An action against a police constable is a very 
poor satisfaction for so grievous a wrong, and so illegal 
anact. A “loose practice rather than a system ;” why 
it is from loose practices that many illegal systems grow 
up, and who can tell low soon any one of the public, 
whether high or low, rich or poor, may be made the 
victim of this “loose practice,” which has not yet had 
time to develop itself into a system. If this illegal prac- 
tice is to be re tere because it is only a loose one, and 
is not yet systematised, the sooner we know it the better, 
as then the necessary measure may be adopted to pre- 
vent its growing into a system which all may have cause 
to deplore. 

The second is a case where a charge was preferred 
against a respectable man by one who had mistaken 
his identity. A coachman out of place was swindled 
out of £16, and two days after the robbery, he 
gave avery respectable man into custody at Charing- 
cross as one of his swindlers, and a witness at the Lam- 
beth Police Court said that the prisoner was actually 
present when the robbery took place. The prisoner was 
fortunate enough to raise a suspicion in the mind of the 
magistrate that there was some mistake as to his identity, 
which induced him to liberate the prisoner on his own 
recognizances, On Tuesday morning he again came be- 
fore the magistrate, accompanied by a number of re- 
spectable witnesses, who successfully established an 
alibi, and he was discharged without the slightest stain 
upon his character, These cases of mistaken identity 
are of more frequent occurrence than they used to 
be, and innocent men may be very often placed in 
extreme difficulty on being suddenly called upon to ac- 
count for themselves at any given moment, when, inno- 
cently or otherwise, a charge may be attempted to be 
fixed upon them, and if unable satisfactorily to account 








for themselves, the chances are that they will be sent for 
trial for a felony they never committed, and which may 
be sworn to by a man who is thoroughly honest in giving 
his testimony. We are all more or less exposed to this 
grievance ; the most prudent can hardly guard against 
it, and there is no remedy, for it except that which 
ought to exist in the consciences of all, viz., the extreme 
caution that should be used in identifying strangers, 
lest innocent persons may be confounded with the 
guilty. 

The third,a case of still graver aspect, has more recently 
occurred in the Westminster Police Court, in which a 
priest of the name of Bowden, a Mrs. M‘Dermott, her 
daughter, and Mr. Selfe, the police magistrate, figure 
rather strangely. Mars. M‘Dermott publicly complained 
to Mr. Selfe that her daughter had been induced to leave 
her mother’s residence, and there was reason to believe 
that in doing so she acted under the influence of Mr. 
3owden, one of the priests of the Brompton Oratory, and 
that her child was then under their control, and the 
mother was denied access to her. Mr. Selfe wrote to Mr. 

Sowden, which had the effect of unearthing the re- 
verend gentleman, and causing him to present himself 
in the Westminster Police Court ; when he, in a wonder- 
fully inconsistent and contradictory story, narrated a 
course of interference between a parent and child, be- 
hind the parent’s back, which, to say the least of it, is 
most un-English. In fact, it was clear to all ordinary 
understandings, that this poor girl, naturally of weak 
intellect, was induced by a gentleman, professing to be 
a christian minister, to violate the fifth commandment ; 
that she was taken away without her mother’s know- 
ledge or consent, in fact, against her will; that 
the child was kept in close confinement, that her 
poor mother was refused an interview with her, and 
all this for the sake of religion, and to prevent her fall- 
ing into vice. We cannot suppose the vice of Protes- 
tantism could have been intended, for certainly it did 
not appear that any attack by heretics had been made 
upon the poor child’s faith. Mr. Selfe, however, volun- 
teered his private good offices, accompanied by his wite, 
“who, he was proud to say, was a sincerely wise and good 
person,” for the purpose of ascertaining whether Miss 
M‘Dermott wished to see her mother or not. This was 
wholly an uncalled for proceeding on the part of the 
worthy magistrate. The question was—was the girl ille- 
gally detained, by Mr. Bowden or others, in confinement 
against her own consent? This was entirely a public 
question, in which all Englishmen are interested, and 
should have been so dealt with by Mr. Selfe; or, if he had 
no authority so to deal with it, he should have remained 
in his court. How did Mr. Selfe satisfy himself that the 
veritable Miss M‘Dermott appeared before him? Judg- 
ing from what took place in open court, Mr. Selfe was no 
match for the subtlety of the reverend gentleman, who 
seemed a living impersonation of the doctrine that 
the end would justify the means. The aspersions made 
by Mr. Bowden on the poor mother’s character do no 
credit to his kindness of feeling or candour, as it 1s cer- 
tainly most unjust and cruel to insinuate anything 
against the character of a woman whose means of exist- 
ence depends upon her reputation, unless these insinua- 
tions were well founded, and the magistrate has declared 
that there were no grounds for them. We always feel 
regret when we see a clergyman of any denomination 
forget the meaning of that great precept that “charity 
covers a multitude of sins.” The letter of Mr. Dalgaira 
on this subject, which appeared in yesterday morning’s 
papers, is simply an insult to the common sense, and an 
outrage on the good feeling, of the community. 


‘LHE DETAILS of the terrible accident at Dundee will 
have been read with painful interest, and we cordially 
endorse the recommendation of the Zimes, that a govern- 
muent officer should be appointed, whose duty it would 
be to inspect all such rooms and buildings, and to see 





that they are fit and safe for their intended use before 
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being opened. But our immediate object is to call at- 
tention to the little announcement made at the end of 
the harrowing account given in the newspapers, that “a 
judicial investigation is going on.” To many of our 
readers this, perhaps, may not be very intelligible. In 
explanation we beg to inform them that there is no 
coroner’s inquest in Scotland; and, although here isa 
dreadful accident by which twenty human beings have 
been killed, the only “judicial investigation” that can 
take place is an inquiry by the procurator-fiscal, or local 
public prosecutor, and which in all probability will 
never see the light, unless it results in the inculpating 
some person, when, of course, the matter will be fairly 
and publicly tried. Now with all deference to those of 
our law reformers who object to the publicity we prac- 
tise in criminal prosecutions, and the reasonableness of 
whose views we are not indifferent to, we hope that it 
will not be contended by the good people of Scotland, 
and particularly by the suffering inhabitants of Dundee, 
that such a mode of investigation as we have adverted 
to into the cause of so fearful a catastrophe is a proper 
one! Beyond and irrespective of any question of cul- 
pable responsibility or criminality attaching to any 
individual or individuals, the public have clearly an 
interest in obtaining that certain and authentic infor- 
mation on the causes of the accident which a public 
investigation, such as our coroner’s inquest can alone 
afford. And, if for no other object than originating 
such an institution in Scotland, it would be well if the 
Government were to issue a commission whose duty it 
would be to proceed to Dundee, and make a public in- 
quiry, in the face of day, into the circumstances of the 
sad case. Even if they have their own Lord-Advocate 
to contend against, let the Home Secretary insist upon a 
thorough investigation before the public. If this course 
is not taken we may tell our readers what will hap- 
pen :—Mr. Baxter, the very respectable and experienced 
Procurator-Fiscal of Dundee, will conduct a private 
inquiry in his own office, carefully taking down all that 
he is told by such witnesses as he thinks it necessary to 
examine, and then without any other proceeding, and 
without the remotest intention of giving the public, in 
the meantime, any information on the subject, he will 
send the “ precognitions” and papers to the Crown Office 
at Edinburgh, to be in due course laid before the Lord- 
Adyoeate or some other crown lawyer. In England 
such a mode of proceeding would not be tolerated for a 
moment, The Scotch are proud of their system of cri- 
minal procedure, and in many respects it is admirable ; 
but they are behind us in some things, and their not 
having a coroner, or any corresponding officer, is one of 
them. 

Sincg these remarks were in type, we learn from the 
Dundee Advertiser that on the day after the accident a 
very salutary departure from the objectionable practice 
in Scotland was made by the Dundee local authorities. 
The newspaper to which we have referred says :— 

“On Tuesday morning, Mr. J. B. Baxter, Procurator- 
Fiscal, obtained a warrant from Sheriff Ogilvy to investi- 
gate into all the circumstances of this fatal occurrence. 
Sheriff Ogilvy at once granted the warrant, and deemed 
the case of such importance, that he joined the Procurator- 
Fiscal in making the inquiry, and suggested that the 
Superintendent of Police should accompany them, <A 
very careful examination was made of the locality of the 
accident—the gate at the top of the steps down to the hall, 
the steps, the area below, and the passage to the door, The 
statements of a number of persons able to give information 
were taken. The report of the Procurator-Fiscal will be 
addressed to Crown counsel ; but we believe the effect of it 
will be that there was no culpa chargeable against any 
individual, and that the calamity was entirely accidental. 
At the same time, the statements made showed the great 
danger from the entrance to any place of public resort being 
below the level of the street.” 

To this are added particulars which look very much 
like depositions, or statements taken from the aforesaid 
“precognitions,” although they are not described as 





such. But if we are right in our surmise we can only 
say that we think Sheriff Ogilvy and his fiscal have, in 
disregarding the unfortunate habits of their bureau, ex- 
ercised a wise discretion, which, we hope, entitles them 
to the public thanks, and perhaps, if the excellent ex- 
ample they heve thus set, were followed throughout 
Scotland, there might come to be established a procedure 
which would go a long way to make up for the want of 
a coroner’s inquest. But that matters will take such a 
course, we have little expectation, and we would there- 
fore “improve the occasion,” by inviting our Scotch 
friends to consider whether they should not desire the 
establishment among them of the institution in ques- 
tion. 


THE RETIREMENT of the Right Hon. Nicholas Ball, 
one of the Justices of the Court of Common Pleas in 
Dublin, is officially announced. It has been our duty 
on more than one occasion lately to mention cireum- 
stances tending to show that the weight of years was 
telling upon the efficiency of this venerable judge—the 
senior judge on the Bench in England and Iveland— 
and that the step in question might, with consi- 


derable propriety, have been taken before now. 
Mr. Justice Ball has been a judge since 1839, 


having been appointed by Lord Melbourne’s second 
administration, under which he had succeeded Sir 
Michael O’Loghlen as Attorney-General. The judge 
next in point of standing is Lord Chief Justice Lefroy, 
who was appointed a Baron of the Exchequer by Sir 
Robert Peel’s Government, in 1841, and advanced to the 
cushion of the Queen’s Bench in 1852. The seniorjudge 
in England is Lord Chief Justice Erle, who was ap- 
pointed to the Queen’s Bench in 1844. Before advanc- 
ing years and ill-health had weakened his powers, Mr. 
Justice Ball was an excellent judge, and, it is said, was 
neculiarly skilful as a real property lawyer. He sat in 
serail for a couple of years, as representative for 
the borough of Clonmel. He was for several years the 
only Roman Catholic judge on the Bench. 

It is generally believed that Mr. Attorney-General 
O'Hagan will accept the vacant seat in the Common 
Pleas. For many years every vacant judgeship in 
Ireland has been looked upon as appertaining to the 
Attorney-General of the day, and though there are those 
who doubt whether he may not be incited to retain his 
present office, and continue his Parliamentary services to 
the Government, in the hope of the more splendid prize 
of the chiefship in the Queen’s Bench, Mr, O'Hagan, as 
a prudent man, may be of the common-sense opinion that 
a bird in the hand is worth two in the bush. He may 
remember how long Mr, Attorney-General Fitzgerald 
waited for the chiefship which never came, and how he 
was compelled at last to accept a puisne judgship which 
he had over and over again refused. Further, there isa 
floating belief, if not something more, that no Roman 
Catholic need hope to be appointed to the place now 
held by Chief Justice Lefroy. If the Chief Justice of 
the Queen’s Bench were of that persuasion, all the chiefs 
of the three common law courts would be of the one 

yay of thinking, with three-fourths of the puisne judges 
into the bargain. Nor are we to forget the Four Courts 
tradition that Mr. Brewster, Q.C., who was Attorney- 
General under Lord Aberdeen’s Government, made great 
sacrifices for his party in time of political adversity; and 
that it has been always understood that his self-denying 
virtue was to be rewarded with a chief judgeship of some 
kind on the first opportunity, any Attorney-General to 
the contrary notwithstanding. 

If the Attorney-General should determine on accept- 
ing the vacant seat, we presume that the present Soli- 
citor-General, Mr. Lawson, will become Attorney-Gene- 
‘al; and it is said that Sir Colman O’Loghlen, M.P. for 
the county Clare, and son of the late Sir Michael 
O’Loghlen, M.R., will be the new Solicitor-General. This 
rumour is the more likely, as Sir Colman’s seat is probably 
perfectly secure, whereas Mr. Lawson is not in Parlia- 
ment, his only attempt at senatorial honours having 
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been most unmistakeably rejected by the electors of the 
University of Dublin, and it is more than doubtful 
whether a “ Richmond” could be found for him in Ive- 
land, or even in England, and it is therefore of importance 
to the Governinent to have at least one Trish law officer 
with a seat in the House of Commons already secured. 
It is rumoured, however, that Mr. Serjeant Sullivan 
intends to contest the representation of Tralee, in case 
of vacancy, and success there might carry with it the 
Solicitor-Generalship. 


Mr. Murg, the new Lord of Session, presented, as we 
are informed, his letter of appointment to the Lord 
President yeste rday, and will to-day take his seat wpon 
the Bench as Lord Ordinary. 


WE REGRET to have to announce the death of Sir 
Archer Denman Croft, Bart., Senior Master in the Court 
of Queen’s Bench, who was found dead in his bed on 
Wednesday morning, Sir Archer was nephew of the 
late Lord Denman. 


WE reGRET to have toannounce the death of William 
Nichols, Esq., Judge of the County Courts in Cireuit No. 
21 (Warwickshire). Mr. Nichols was called to the bar by 
the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-Inn on the 10th 
February, 1818, and was one of the commissioners of the 
abolished Insolvent Debtors’ Court. He was appointed 
a county court judge in October, 1862, on the death of 
Mr. Trafford, who had held the office for a considerable 
time. About the middle of last year he was ailing, and 
in September—at the end of the long vacation—he ap- 
pointed Mr. Humphreys, of the chane ery bar, his de- 
puty, and went to Mentone, iu Savoy, in the hope that 
by spending the winter in a warmer ‘elim: ite, he might 
- enabled to return with renewed strength to his dutie S. 

No danger was apprehended until within a few days of 
his death, when his disease assumed a more serious form, 
and he sank rapidly, and died at Mentone on the 29th 
ult. 


WE REGRET TO ANNOUNCE the death of Lady 
Brougham, which took place at two o'clock on Thursday 
morning, at Belle Vue House, West Point, Brighton, of 
bronchitis, The deceased lady was the eldest daughter 
of Mr. Thomas Eden, uncle of the late Lords Auckland 
and Henley. She was marvied first to Mv. John Spald- 
ing, of the’ Holmes, N.B., by whom she had an only son; 
and secondly, April 1, i819, to Lord Brougham and 
Vaux, by whom she h: al two daughters, both of whom 
have preceded her to the tomb, 


Tue Lord CHANCELLOR AND THE BANKRruproy Laws. 
At the annual meeting of the Nottingham Chamber of Com- 
merece, last Saturday, Mr. Paget, M.P., stated that a short 
time ago he transmitted to the Lord Chancellor a resolution 
adopted by the Nottingham Merchant Traders’ Association, 
thanking him for his efforts towards purifying the admini- 
stration of the bankraptey laws. The following was his 
Lordship’s reply: 
‘tlackwood Park, Basingstoke. 

“My dear Mr. Paget, ‘Whe re has heen no eflicient super- 
intendence of the administration of the bankruptcy law. It 

vas the object I principally had in view, when I desired to 
have a chief judge appointed, but which the House of Lords 
refused. I have endeavoured, but imperfectly, to do the 
duty myself. In doing so, it is most painful to see the 
amount of (lishonesty, “heglect, and abandonment of duty, 
which has been brought to light. But there is one evil in 
bankruptey which I ‘cannot reach. It is this—as soon as a 
trader has made a bad debt, and the debtor becomes bank- 
rupt, in nineteen cases out of twenty he reasons thus, ‘the 
first loss is the best. If I look after this bankrupt’s estate, 
I shall have much trouble and may incur great expense. 
canhot leave my business to attend mee tings, and it will not 
do to employ an attorney. If I did, perhaps T should not 
get more than an extra shilling in the pound dividend. 
Therefore, let it take care of itself.’ And thus ¢ very estate 
is abandoned to attorneys, brokers, auctioneers, and every 
description of unnecessary official persons, and it is eaten up 
by their costs and charges. Then comes statements like 
these — —Assets, £2,100; cost of solicitors and otherwise in 


beukraptey, £1,200—more than half. the property, Then 
there is a great outcry, and people say this is the fault of the 
law and of the Lord Chancellor. I could establish a board 
of official administration, which should be bound to collect 
and distribute every estate at a maximum charge of ten or 
twelve per cent.; but were I to propose it I should have 
the opposition of every solicitor. How is this to be 
met? Will you talk to your friends on the best remedy 
for it, and tell me how I can secure the honest, speedy, and 
efficient collection and distribution of bankrupts’ estates? 
“* Yours very truly, 

‘** WESTBURY.” 

On the general question raised by this letter we purpose 
to comment at some length hereafter ; at present we desire 
to confine ourselves to the implied charge against solicitors, 
contained in the word ‘‘ abandoned.” If this means any- 
thing—and_ his Lordship’s words are generally well selected 
for his purpose-—it implies that the solicitors to the assignees 
in bankruptcy cases are in the habit of unnecessarily wasting 
the estate. We have no hesitation in saying that this is 
not the case ; it is perfectly true that ifa man or body of 
men, in this instance the creditors, will not do his or their 
own work, the person to whom it is intrusted must be paid 
for his labour, and if, as in this case, it is labour of a highly 
skilled nature, the payment must be proportionally high ; 
and the more laborious and onerous the duties to be per- 
formed, the greater must be the remuneration ; but nothing 
more than this. 

Now, there can be no doubt that in the vast majority of 
bankruptcies (especially since the last Act has given such an 
impetus to small failures) the assets are very small as com- 
pared with the amount of work to be done; and as, at present 
at least, this work has to be paid for according to a fixed 
tariff, it necessarily happens, in many instances, that a 
large proportion of these assets are inevitably consumed in 
When his Lordship instances an esti ite in which out 
of £2,100, asum of £1,200 was consumed in this manner, 
he does not tell us what litigation, often factious, took place 
amongst the ereditors inter se; how many suits were insti- 
tuted, how many actions commenced, how many appeals, 
motions, &e.; to all of which the assignees must have been 
made unwilling parties, and in the vast majority of which, 
it is probable that all, or a great portion, of their costs were 
left to come out of the estate. 

In the notorious bankruptcy of David Hughes, the costs 
of the assignees far exceeded, we believe, half of the assets 
which came to their hands; and this, although every exertion 
was made, consistently with the due performance of their 
daty, to keep down such costs, even to the extent of meeting 

almost every suit, or certainly every one where such a pro- 
ceeding would not have been dishonest, by an immediate dis- 
claimer. In every case where the question came before the 
Courts, it was admitted that they had acted rightly; they 
were complimented for their discretion and moderation by 
the Master of the Rollsin Alexdrie y. Overton, by Viee-Chan- 
cellor Wood in Neve v. Pennell, and finally “by the Lord 
Chancellor himself in Lz parte Elis; and yet, if we are not 
misinformed, out of an estate of £8,000 or £9,000, something 
like £6,000 has been expended in costs. 

Doubtless his Lordship’s ‘board of official administra- 
tion,” with a monopoly of every estate in the country, large 
and small, expensive and simple of epg: could afford 
to contract for a per centage of the kind he describes, but, 
as the law at present stands, there are three insuperable ob- 
jections to the adoption of such a practice by solicitors. 

Ist. It would be unprofessional. 

2ndly. It would not pay any but the one or two in 
sufiiciently large business of the kind to live wpon an average, 
and 

8rdly, Such a contract could be enforced against the 
solicitors when it turned out a loss, but not by them when 
it produced a gain. 

That a proposal to create so gigantic a monopoly, which 
must, sooner or later, become a t hotbed of jobbery, if not of 
corruption—possibly not, so long as it remained in the 
hands of a man like the Lord Chancellor, who is personally 
interested in the ge bunt certainly, so soon as, if not 
before, it came to be managed merely perfunctorily by a 
‘hancellor whose -affections were placed else whe re—should 
be opposed not only by “every solicitor,” but by every 
lawyer, every statesman, and every political economist in 
the pet is only what all antecedent history would lead 








us to expect, 
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JUDICIAL STATISTICS, 1863. 
Part II, 

The second part of these statistics contains the usual 
tables showing the proceedings in the Common Law 
Courts, the County Courts, and the different local courts 
for the recovery of debts, the Bankruptcy Courts, the 
Courts of Equity, the Court for Divorce and Matrimonial 
Causes, the Probate Court, the Ecclesiastical Courts, the 
Admiralty Court, the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, and the House of Lords. 

One of the most prominent features of the returns re- 
lating to the three superior courts of Westminster is, that 
in 1863 there was a decrease in the business as compared 
with the previous year. In 1863 the writs of summons 
issued were 100,042, and in 1862 they were 103,564; the 
fees amounted last year to £64,537 11s. 6d., and in the 
previous year to £67,651 8s. 6d. Bills of costs were taxed 
in the Court of Queen’s Bench «s between party and 
perty to the number of 5,306, and of 943 as between 
attorney and client. The former number is less by 15 
per cent. than the number for the preceding year; the 
latter number exceeds the number given ii 1862, but in 
the return for that year it was stated that no accurate 
account had hitherto been kept of these bills. In the 
Court of Exchequer the number of bills taxed, exclusive 
of those taxed under the statute, was 7,500, being less by 
ten per cent. than the number for the preceding year. No 
return is given of bills taxed in the Court of Common 
Pleas. The universal complaints made by attorneys, that 
their business is falling off, is thus shown not to be 
entirely without foundation, though we think, as we 
shall show later in this article, that this complaint owes 
its origin principally to other causes. 

To resume: Judgments in 33,743 cases were given 
in the three superior courts, as against 36,166 in the pre- 
ceding year; and the executions were 28,752, as against 
25,727 in 1862. On a review of the proceedings, it 
appears that of the 100,042 suits commenced by writ of 
summons, appearances were entered in 27,034, being 27:0 
per cent., and it follows that 73:0 per cent. of the cases 
were uncontested, the claims being at once settled by the 
defendants, unless where, by default to enter an ap- 
pearance, judgment was obtained against them. Against 
the number of appearances entered, 3,519 cases only were 
entered for trial, and of this number, again, only 2,121, 
or 2°] per cent. of the suits commenced were actually tried, 
and of these a considerable proportion were undefended. 
These facts will address themselves to the minds of think- 
ing men as helping to show that the operation of the law 
is now-a-days less uncertain and less slow than formerly, 
because actions are not idly defended for the simple pur- 
pose of delay, and because the mere initiation of proceed- 
ings in a very large per centage of cases has the effect of 
bringing about a settlement. Probably, also, the fact 
that the present generation of attorneys contains among 
its ranks fewer pettifoggers, and that the standard of 
morality in all classes is higher than it was at the begin- 
ning of this century, accounts for the decline of liti- 
gation. In the summary of the chamber business of the 
three superior courts, we are struck by its immense ex- 
tent. Under the five headings—summonses ; common 
orders; special orders; affidavits, affirmations, &c.; and 
affidavits filed;—-the number of proceedings in 1863 
amounts to 129,424, giving an average of 8,628 of these 


matters alone for the chambers of each of the 15 
judges. The sittings in Banco in the Court of Exchequer 


in the year 1863, relating to the revenue business of the 
court, are shown in the return furnished by the Queen’s 
Remembrancer, and were as follows :—one judgment on 
English information, argued in 1862, in which the decree 
was for the Crown ; two cases in equity, in one of which 
the deerce was for the Crown, in one for the defendant ; 
seven motions in Court—in one case, it is remarked, the 
argument occupied about seven days; 109 motions for 
attachment (without argument), touching legacy and 
succession duties; and one petition for payment of money 





out of court. In the amount of payments made to the 
suitors’ fund, there is a decrease, as well as in the 
amount of fees levied, amounting with regard to the former 
to 8 per cent., and with regard to the latter, to 4°6 per 
cent. 

In the 59 County Court circuits, the number of plaints 
entered in 1863 was 799,254, as against 847,288 in 1862; 
and the amount of the fees on all the proceedings was 
£263,400 in the former, as against £270,641 in the 
latter. In no less than 309,256 cases the judgments 
were for amounts under forty shillings. 

Thirty-three local courts having civil jurisdiction have 
made returns for 1868. In the more important of these 
courts, including the Sheriffs’ Court of London (in which 
11,838 plaints were entered, being a greater number 
than in many of the County Court circuits), the 
Manchester Court of Record, the Salford Hundred Court 
of Record, the Bradford Manor Court, the Liverpool 
Court of Passage, and others, the amount of business 
has been very considerable. The total number of pro- 
ceedings commenced in all these local courts in 1863 
was 29,051, showing a decrease of 1,736 as compared 
with the number in the preceding year. 

The number of actions entered in 1863 in the Lord 
Mayor’s Court was 4,325, being an increase of 216; and 
the number of foreign attachments was 700, for a total 
amount of £454,445, being 81 more than in 1862. 

The officers of the Court of Bankruptcy in London, 
and of the district Courts of Bankruptcy, and the Regis- 
trars of the County Courts acting in Bankruptcy, being 
required, by the Bankruptcy Act of 1861, to make to the 
Chief Registrar annual returns of the business in their 
respective offices, special returns have not been furnished 
in addition, for the purposes of the judicial statistics ; 
but the general return, framed by the Chief Registrar, 
pursuant to the Act, is made available, and is copied at 
length in the tables. The following table will show the 
number of adjudications of bankruptcy under the dif- 
ferent modes of proceedure in the years 1861-62:— 
ounty | otal. 
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London Country | 





















1861-62, | District District ¢ 

Courts. | Courts. | ate, 
On petition of a ereditor......... | 290 430 48 | 768 
On petition of the debtor ....... 2,361 1,419 3,155 | 6,935 
By registrars at the prisons ... 266 290 | 533 | 1,094 
On petitions in forma pauperis. 601 18 238 | 853 

On judgment-debtor sum, | 
PRONEGS. 0occcess.cscesesverccnsssasens 6 7 — | 13 
3,524 2,164 3,975 | 9,663 





The number of petitions in bankruptcy prosecuted to 
adjudication in the years 1858, 1859, and 1860, gives an 
average of 1,216 for each of those years, and the average 
of the Insolvent Court for those years was 2,916, which, 
added to the above 1,216, gives 4,182, and proves an 
excess of 5,556 in the number of adjudications of bank- 
ruptcy made in the first year of the operation of the Act 
of 1861, above the average of the preceding years, 
reckoning the bankrupts and insolvents for those years 
together. At first sight, this immense increase appears 
rather astounding, and, without the addition of further 
facts, one might easily suppose that the commerce of the 
country is of too rash and speculative a nature; but one 
or two extra points of information soon dispel this 
delusion. The number of adjudications in 1861-62, 
where the debts of the bankrupt exceeded £300, is stated 
in the return to have been 4,543, leaving 5,120 cases in 
which the debts in each did not exceed £300; the total 
amount of the gross produce realised from the several 
bankrupts’ estates was £647,094, whereas the average of 
the amount realised in the years 1858-59-60 was 
£1,364,359: and it requires no further comment when we 
call attention to the fact that under the new Act the 
amount realized is less than half the average amount of 
former years. During the ycar 1861-62, the number of 
trust deeds registered was 2,651—namely, deeds of as- 
signment 1,967, deeds of composition 640, and deeds of 
inspectorship 44. An account is given in the return of 
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the fees received by the messengers, and of payments | 


actually disbursed, and for assistance, including the 
salaries of the messengers and their clerks, and also of 
sums received by way of deposits from or on account of 
any bankrupt, in trust for his estate. The total amount 
of receipts for business done under the Bankruptcy Act, 
including deposits applied to the payment of bills, was 
£32,072; of payments, £28,679; leaving a surplus of 
£3,393. Of these receipts, the sums of £13,655, and of 
the payments, £12,958, were by the messengers in Lon- 
don; the remainder was among the seven district 
courts. 

The deposits received by the messengers amounted in 
the whole to £10,408, and the amount returned or ap- 
plied in payment of bills was £7,653. The high bailiffs 
of the County Courts received deposits amounting to 
£7,228, and the amount returned or applied in payment 
of bills was £5,920. The revenue of the Court of Bank- 
ruptcy shows a total of £119,462, and an expenditure 
amounting to £109,337. The returns for the year end- 
ing October, 1863, show the total number of adjudica- 
tions in bankruptey to have been 8,470, being 1,193 less 
than in the preceding year; the gross amount realized 
was £698,598 9s. 7d., which exceeds the amount for 
the previous year by £54,304. Trust deeds in 1863 were 
registered to the number of 3,016—namely, 2,308 deeds 
of assignment, 689 deeds of composition, and 19 deeds 
of inspectorship. There were 70 appeals, 12 of which 
are still pending, or have been abandoned. In 1863 the 
total amount received by the messengers, for business 
done, was £34,913, and the amount of payments was 
£27,417, leaving a surplus of £7,496. The messengers 
received deposits amounting to £11,462, being an in- 
crease of £1,054, and the amount returned or applied in 
payment of bills was £8,254. For the year 1463, the 
revenue of the Court of Bankruptcy was £124,108, and 
the expenditure £119,202. 

The business of the Court of Chancery appears to be 
on the increase. We find from the returns of the Regis- 
trars that the following is the amount of the business 
done:— 

















Average 
1863, 1862. | for 1862- | 
61-60-59. 
Orders on winding-up petitions ......... 39 9 7 
On other petitions 2,485 2,586 2,451 
On special motions . S 1,107 x12 1,047 
On summons...........5 a 6,513 6,034 5,917 
On motions and petitions of course... 629 501 509 
The certificates for sale and transfer, 
IiiNig TE. ‘nectintasiniseunetanitassinkinayiesaees 2,936 3,094 2,926 
The amount of fees levied by stamp 
in the Registrar's Office was...... meee £12,894 £12,497 | £12,795 


These details do not include the very numerous class of 
orders drawn and passed by the chief clerks of the 
Master of the Rolls and the three Vice-Chancellors, which 
comprise a total of 5,420 orders drawn up at Chambers. 
During the year, the Lord Chancellor sat 59 days; the 
Lords Justices, 131 days; the Master of the Rolls, 154; 
and the three Vice-Chancellors, respectively 159, 162, and 
167 days. The Lord Chancellor and the Lords Justices 
did not sit together during the year. The causes tried by 
the Court with a jury were six, and one trial without a 
jury stands for judgment. The anticipated increase in 
the number of jury cases in Chancery must be our excuse 
for again calling attention to the inconvenient state of 
the courts for this kind of business, and the urgent 
necessity for a provision being made for the time when 
they will come on at the rate of one every weck—a tiie 
which we anticipate is not very far distant. 

The immense amount of business transacted in the 
chambers of the Master of the Rells and the three Vice- 
Chancellors is sufficiently indicated by the fact that the 
number of orders made by the chief “clerks was 12,188. 
A very large portion of the business of the Court is trans- 
acted on petitions. The total number of petitions pre- 
sented to the Lord Chancellor and to the Master of the 
Rolls was as follows:— 































1863. 1862. 

Ie UII uicieeariaciis cendnsanaves- coceie smitidedadeiaeiana Romance 962 1,018 

Under Acts relati rs 514 572 

Trustee Acts, 1850 se ISh2 : sol 298 

Trustee Relief Acts, 1847 and 1849 BS 340 34! 

Leases and Sales of Settled Estates Act.. 93 9 

Acts relating to charities 152 10 
Winding-up and Joint-Stock Cor 

WES ccndacd 49 28 

Infants’ Settlement Act, | 25 12 

In other general matters . 3i4 264 


2,760 2,612 


™ the Taxing Master's 3 offices the increase of business i is 
also apparent; the costs taxed in 1863 amounted to 
£729,739, and in 1862 to £703,322. The business of 
the Accountant-General’s department, as shown in the 
returns, comprises the sum of £17,202,895 paid into court, 
and £15,672,509 paid out of court, as against the sums of 
£16,968,360 and £15,305,784 in 1862. The number of 
cheques signed was 43,565. 

An increase in the business of the Divorce Court gene- 
rally, in the past year, is clearly apparent from the returns, 
and the amount of fees was higher than in any of the 
previous years except 1861. When this court was es- 
tablished in 1858, under the statute 20 & 21 Vict. ¢. 85, 
it was anticipated that the very large number of suits 
with which the court was at first inundated would not 
ultimately form any measure of the actual future current 
business. This expectation was to asmall extent realized 
as regards the business of the first year; but after six 
years of waiting to witness the expected falling off, we 
still see that the business of the Divorce Court gradually 
advances. Although the exposure of private affairs 
caused by divorce suits is not, from a moral point of 
view, a subject of congratulation, and the facilities for 
obtaining a divorce are by no means an unmixed good, 
yet there is a certain amount of satisfaction to be derived 
from the consideration that probably a great amount of 
crime is prevented by these facilities. 

The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, in the 
year 1863, heard and determined 40 appeals; but the 
number still remaining for hearing is 90, and from this 
we gather that the business is very much in arrear. The 


| Lords of the Judicial Committee of Privy Council further 
| heard during the year 


13 petitions of appeal (interlocu- 


| tory), argued by counsel. 


The return of the judicial proceedings of the House of 
Lords, in the session of 1863, shows the number of appeals 
and causes in error presented during the session, under 


the heads of real property, personal property, real and 


personal and miscellaneous, distinguishing the number of 
cases from the different courts for England, Scotland, and 
Ireland. The greatest number of cases from any court is 
from the Court of Session in Scotland, equalling the 
whole number for England; while four cases only were 
presented for Ireland, all from the Court of Chancery. In 
1863, 4 causes were withdrawn, including 1 divorce case, 
and 17 were dismissed for want of prosecution. The 
number of judgments delivered was 27, including causes 
heard in the previous session, and standing over for judg- 
ment: of these 10 were simply affirmed, 3 were affirmed 
with declaration or variation, 1 was in part reversed and 
in part afflrmed, 4 were simply reversed, and 9 were re- 
versed with declaration, direction, or remit. The total 


number of causes heard in 1863 was 25; those remaining 
for hearing were 31. In the preceding year 60 causes 


remained for hearing. 

analysis we may gather, that upon 
of the country is increasing, 
the principal exception being in the superior courts of 
common Jaw. fad we the means at hand of comparing 
the inerease in litigation with the increase in the value 
of property, it is not probable that we should find the 
average increase of the one greater in proportion than 
the value of the other; and we are inclined to attribute 
the falling off in business which is so much complained 
of, to competition induced by the increasing numbers of 


were heard, and ¢ 
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the whole ihe legal business 


. the profession, 
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EQUITY. 


SOLICITOR—ENFORCING SECURITY FOR Costs PENDING 
TAXATION, 
Thomas v. Cross, L. C., 138 W. R. 166. 

The courts of law and equity are by no means inclined 
to increase the stringency of the provisions in the Solici- 
tors’ Act, which restrain the remedies of a solicitor in 
recovering on his bill of costs. The 87th section of the 
6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, provides that no attorney or solicitor 
shall commence or maintain any action or suit for the 
recovery of any fees, or charges, or disbursements, until 
the expiration of one month after he shall have delivered 
to the party to be charged therewith, a bill of such fees, 
&e. ; and that upon the application of the party charge- 
able by such bill, or, after the expiration of a month from 
the delivery of the bill, upon the application of the 
attorney or solicitor, the Court shall refer such bill to be 
taxed, and shall restrain such attorney or solicitor from 
commencing or prosecuting any action or suit touching 
such demand pending such reference. 

The Courts have shown a tendency to construe strictly 
the expression “ any action or suit for the recovery of 
any fees, &c.,” and have confined the meaning of the 
words to such action or suit as is based upon the contract 
between the solicitor and his client, leaving the solicitor 
at liberty to enforce any collateral contract which he 
may have made for securing the payment of the sum 
which may be found to be due. Thus, in the case of 
Jeffreys v. Evans, 14 M. & W. 210, an action was brought 
ona promissory note for £80, to which the defendant 
put in a plea that it was given for the amount of an 
attorney’s bill, which was not delivered one month before 
the commencement of the action. To this plea the plain- 
tiff demurred. The Court held that there was no doubt 
in the case, and allowed the demurrer ; Pollock, C.B., 
remarking that the plaintiff was not maintaining an 
action for his fees, &c., but only suing on the security 
given to him, which must be considered as having been 
given in discharge of so much of his bill ; and he added 
that the defendant, instead of pleading to the action, 
should have offered to tax the bill and stay proceedings 
on payment of the sum found due on taxation. 

The present case (7’homas vy. Cross) involved a similar 
principle. It arose upon a mortgage given by a client to 
secure his solicitor’s bills of costs. The facts were shortly 
as follows:—In February, 1861, the defendant had exe- 
cuted a mortgage to the plaintiff to secure the repayment 
of certain sums advanced by the plaintiff, and of certain 
costs, charges, and expenses then due to him in his capa- 
city of the defendant’s solicitor. The mortgage also 
extended to future costs, but that part of the claim was 
abandoned by the plaintiff as being invalid. In De- 
cember, 1861, the defendant obtained the usual order at 
the Rolls, for the delivery and taxation of the plaintiff's 
bills of costs. ‘This order was not, however, served upon 
the plaintiff, and was subsequently discharged by the 
Master of the Rolls. In the meantime, and before any 
bill of costs had been delivered, the plaintiff filed a bill 
against the defendant, and certain judgment creditors, 
for the foreclosure of his mortgage security. Vice-Chan- 
cellor Kindersley, before whom the suit was heard in the 
first instance, considering that the order of the Rolls was 
still subsisting and was binding on the Court, held that 
the plaintiff was prevented from obtaining a decree for 
foreclosure, so far as the mortgage covered any bills of 
costs. As the Lord Chancellor held the order of the Rolls 
to be invalid, it was not, strictly speaking, neces- 
sary to decide the question whether, in the face of that 
order, such a bill could be maintained but the difficulty 
still remained, that no bill of costs had been delivered. 
The Lord Chancellor decided in accordance with Jeffreys 
y. Evans, that there was nothing in the Act to prevent 
such a suit being proceeded with. The bill was not, he 
remarked, an action or suit for fees, charges, or expenses 
for business done by an attorney or solicitor. It was true 
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that a decree for foreclosure might, in effect, compel pay- 
ment, but it was not in form a decree for payment. 

The case relied upon by the defendant, in opposition to 
this opinion, was that of Waugh v. Waddell, 1 W. R. 306, 
16 Beav. 521. In that case a married woman, who was 
entitled to certain separate estate, signed a memo- 
randum making her separate estate liable to her 
solicitors’ past and future bills of costs. She afterwards 
ceased to employ the solicitors, and obtained the common 
order at the Rolls for the delivery and taxation of the 
bills then due. The order contained the usual direction 
that no proceeding at law, or in equity, or otherwise, 
should be commenced against the petitioner pending the 
reference. The solicitors, however, after delivering their 
bills of costs, but before taxation, filed a claim to esta- 
blish their lien on the lady’s separate estate under the 
memorandum, praying the ordinary relief in cases of 
mortgage, or that she might be foreclosed. 

The main discussion in this case turned upon the 
question whether a married woman was a “ party charge- 
able’ under the 37th section, and the Master of the Rolls, 
holding that she came within the construction of the 
words, considered that it followed as a necessary in- 
ference that the claim was a violation of the order for a 
a reference, and accordingly dismissed it with costs, but 
without prejudice to any procceding which the plaintiffs 
might be advised to institute to establish their lien after 
the amount of the bills of costs should be ascertained. 

Now, it is clear that if the Master of the Rolls had 
simply retained the bill till the reference was completed, 
there would have been nothing contrary to the principle 
of Jeffreys v. Evans, because, there being no persons con- 
cerned in either proceeding but the solicitor and his 
client, and no other debt in question except the bill of 
costs, it would have been a reasonable exercise of the 
discretion of the Court in order to do complete justice 
between the parties, and would have involved no decision 
that the bill was a violation of the order of reference. 
But his Honour, in dismissing the bill, did so on the 
ground that the solicitor was debarred by the order of 
reference from enforcing his security. This view did 
not meet with the approval of the Lord Chancellor in 
Thomas v. Cross, and, so far, the decision of the Master 
of the Rolls, although not strictly speaking overruled, 
must be considered as much shaken by the present case. 
The result of the case is, that a solicitor is at liberty, 
even after the common order for a reference for taxation, 
and before delivering his bill, to bring an action on a 
collateral contract with respect to his costs, or to file a 
bill to realize his mortgage security, subject only to the 
interference of the Court to prevent his eventually re- 
covering more than shall be found due to him on the 
taxation. 


COMMON LAW. 


Notice To RAILWAY COMPANY—LANDS CLAUSES ACT, 
s. 68, 


Healey vy. Thames Valley Railway Company, Q.B., 
13 W. R. 44. 

Whilst the Legislature, in order to conduce to the con- 
venience of the public, wisely permits railway companies 
to take possession, even against the will of the proprietor, 
of lands indispensible to the execution of their works, it 
has not been careless of the interests of those private 
individuals whose rights are thus liable to be affected. 

The Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 
Vict. c. 18), s. 68, provides that if any party shall be 
entitled to compensation exceeding £50 in amount, in 
respect of any lands, or any interest therein, taken for, 
or injuriously affected by, the execution of the works of 
a public company, such party may have the same settled 
either by arbitration or the verdict of a jury; and if he 
choose the former alternative, “it shall be lawful for 
him to give notice in writing to the promoters of the 
undertaking of such his desire, stating in such notice 
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the nature of the interest in such lands in respect of 
which he claims compensation, and the amount of the 
compensation so claimed;’’ and unless the promoters be 
willing to pay the claim made, and to enter into an 
agreement in writing for that purpose within twenty-one 
days after the receipt of such notice, the same is to be 
settled by arbitration in the manner provided by the 
Act.. If the proprietor choose the latter alternative, 
then “it shall be lawful for him to give notice in 
writing of such his desire to the promoters, stating such 
particulars as aforesaid;” and unless the promoters be 
willing to pay the claim, and enter into a written agree- 
ment for that purpose, they shall, within twenty-one 
days after the receipt of such notice, issue their warrant 
to the sheriff to summon a jury to settle the same, and 
in default thereof they are to be liable to pay the whole 
amount claimed. 

Such being the provisions for the protection of the 
proprietor, the question arises as to what sort of notice 
will satisfy the requirements of the statute; and we shall 
find a satisfactory answer in the judgment of the Court 
of Common Pleas in Cameron v. Charing Cross Railway 
Company, 12 W. R. 803, and that of the Queen’s Bench 
in the principal case. In the former, thg plaintiff was 
the lessee and occupier of a dwelling-house, bakehouse, 
and shop, under a twenty years’ lease. The execution of 
the works of the defendants having affected him, he gave 
them a notice under the Lands Clauses Act, s. 68, 
stating “that he was the occupier of a dwelling-house, 
&e., situate and being 16, Duke-street, Adelphi, which 
premises were used by him for‘carrying on his business 
as a baker, and that, in consequence of the construction 
of the defendants’ railway, they had injuriously affected 
his premises, and occasioned him loss of business, by 
blocking up a passage, and thereby preventing the 
passage of customers.” The notice claimed that, in case 
the company disputed the claim, compensation should 
be settled by a jury. The defendants ignored the 
notice altogether, and did not issue their warrant to the 
sheriff to summon a jury. ‘The plaintiff thereupon 
brought an action for the whole amount, and obtained a 
verdict for that sum. Leave was, however, reserved to 
the defendants to move to enter a nonsuit on the ground 
(among others) that the notice was insufficient in not 
sufficiently stating the nature of the plaintiff’s interest in 
the premises, 

Mr. Lush, in his argument for the company, admitted 
that a notice need not describe the interest so fully as 
to render further inquiry unnecessary, but urged that 
it should define the complainant’s interest in the lands 
with such an amount of accuracy as should enable the 
company to find out easily what sum it would be reason- 
able to tender as compensation. But the Court held 
the notice sufficient. “It is,” said Erle, C.J., “the barest 
notice that could pass muster. The nature of the in- 
jury is such that it must be confined to a particular 
kind of occupation and to a short time. It is impossible 
to say that the notice should be in sufficient detail to 
enable a surveyor to say what amount of injury was 
done without making inquiries, and I do not say that 
it is necessary to give all details; but the difficulty is, 
where to draw the line; and though this notice is very 
meagre, I do not feel justified in nonsuiting the plaintiff.” 
Willes, J., appeared to be better satisfied with the notice, 
and confessed his inability to frame a better. At one 
time, he said, he had a doubt whether the notice might 
not be bad for not stating that the plaintiff held under 
a lease; for if that fact had heen mentioned, the company 
might have asked to see it, and, upon the failure of the 
plaintiff to produce it, might have treated him as a 
tenant from year t year, and submitted the matter to 
the arbitration of two justices, under section 121. But 
he was relieved by a decision of Mellor, J.,in the Bail 
Court, in Somers v. Metropolitan Railway Company, 10 
W. R. 717, to the effect that where no part of the lands 
of a tenant from year to year is taken by a railway 
company, but his interest is “ injuriously affected,” he 





is entitled to have his compensation determined under 
section 68, and his case does not fall within section 121. 

In cases, therefore, where no land is taken, but where 
land is only injuriously affected—or in other words, where 
the person claiming compensation is the moving party— 
a notice stating, in the most general terms, the bare fact 
of occupation of the premises injured will be sufficient. 
But where the promoters of the undertaking are the 
moving party, then, as we shall see immediately, some- 
thing more definite is required. “The words of the 
statute,” said Byles, J., in the case to which we have 
referred, “are very different where the promoters of the 
company are the moving parties, and where a person 
claiming compensation is; for in the former case, by 
section 18, the notice to the parties interested is to 
demand from them ‘the particulars of their estate and 
interest in the lands ;’ but in the latter, by section 68, 
the notice is only to ‘state the nature of their interest 
in the lands ; it does not say ‘describe the interest.’” 
In the principal case, the Court acted on the distinction to 
which Mr. Justice Byles alludes, and extended it by 
applying it to the case where the claimant was the 
moving party, but was not in possession. The plaintiff's 
lands in that case had been taken possession of by the 
defendants under section 85. Notice to treat under 
section 18 was served on the plaintiff on the 21st of May, 
1863, but he allowed the twenty-one days given to him 
by the statute to elapse without making any claim. 
The company thereupon took possession, and paid into 
the bank the sum of £60, the amount of the valuation 
made by the surveyor appointed by justices under section 
85. The plaintiff then claimed £1,031, and, the defen- 
dants having refused to pay that sum, served a notice 
on them under section 68, requiring to have the claim 
settled by the verdict of a jury. The notice described 
the plaintiff’s interest in the lands thus :—“ The said 
lands are held by me on lease, and are used partly as 
and for private grounds, and partly for farming and 
agricultural purposes.” No steps, however, were taken 
by the defendants to summon a jury, whereupon the 
plaintiff brought an action against them for the full 
amount of his claim. A verdict was entered for the 
plaintiff, with leave reserved to the defendants to enter 
it for them, on the ground that the plaintiff’s notice was 
not valid within section 68, inasmuch as it did not con- 
tain a sufficient statement of the nature of his interest. 
It will be observed that the language of the two clauses 
of the section is somewhat different. Where an appeal to 
arbitration is selected, the plaintiff is to state the “ nature 
of his interest ;”’ where a jury is demanded, he is to 
state “ such particulars as aforesaid;” but the Court held 
that the Legislature must have meant the same thing 
in each case. As Crompton, J., remarked, “It is not an 
uncommon thing in Acts of Parliament to find that 
various terms are used for the same thing, without any 
assignable object but a supposed elegance of style.” 
Assuming, therefore, that the term “nature” used in the 
section is synonymous with the term “ particulars,” the 
only question was, whether the notice should be more 
specific where lands are taken than where they are 
merely injuriously affected. Mr. Coleridge, in his argument 
for the plaintiff, urged that what would be good in one 
case would be good in the other, and relied upon Cameron 
v. Charing Cross Railway Company as an authority in his 
favour. The defendants’ counsel, on the’ other hand, 
while admitting the justness of the decision in that case, 
distinguished it on the ground that there the injury 
was past, and capable of ascertainment, and that therefore 
a more accurate description of the nature of the plaintiff's 
interest was wholly unnecessary. 

The Court were of opinion that the notice was invalid, 
as not being definite enough to enable the company to 
make an offer of the amount they might be willing to 
pay. 

The judgment of the Chief Justice contains an exceed- 
ingly clear exposition of the scheme of the Act, and 
forcibly points out the hardship which a vague notice in- 
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flicts on a company who have taken possession. “Where £3,200; no assets. He appeared on his own petition, and 


power is given toa company to take lands,” he said, “ they 
are in the first place to give to the parties interested 
notice of their intention to take the land, and of their 
readiness to treat for the purchase thereof; and to enable 
them to do this, they are to demand of such parties the 
particulars of their estate and interest in such land, and 
the claim made by them in respect thereof. If the pro- 
prietor intends to negotiate, he must furnish those parti- 
culars; and no one can deny that the particulars meant 


in section 18 are such as would enable the company to | 
meet his just claim by ascertaining the true value of the | 


land. Thenif the party declines to do so 
pany may enter and take possession. The position of the 
parties is then reversed, and the proprietor must give the 
notice and make a claim, and by section 18 he must state 
the nature of his interest. The question is, whether what 
he is bound to do here is less than he would have been 
bound to do in making out particulars under the former 
section. There is no reason why he should be less bound 
. . . Yather there is more reason why he should be bound, 
since the company will have to pay the penalty of costs 
if a sufficient offer is not made (section 51). Now, it is 
plain that, unless the company have particulars much 
more extensive and precise than this, they cannot be in a 
position to satisfy the requirements of the Act by making 
an offer.” 

The result, therefore, of the decisions in the principal 
case, and in Cameron v. Charing Cross Railway Company, 
is shortly this:—The notice must state in all cases— 
whether lands are injuriously affected or taken—sufficient 
particulars to enable the company to fix on asum to offer 
as compensation. But where lands have been taken, the 
particulars must include a description both of the quality 
and quantity of the claimant’s interest. ‘To state, for 
example, that the interest is “leasehold ” is not enough, 
as it would furnish no clue to the company to enable 
them to judge of the value of the lands. The claimant 
might be a tenant from year to year merely, or he might 
be possessed of a term of ninety-nine years. Where, 
however, lands have been merely injuriously affected, a 
much less definite notice will suffice to inform the com- 
pany of the amount they should offer. The injury is past, 
and ascertainable at once. In such a case, therefore, no 
mention of the lease under which the claimant holds 
need be made. It will suffice if the fact of occupation, 
and the general character of the damage complained of, 
be stated in the notice. 








COURTS, 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Before Vice-Chancellor Srv arr.) 

Jan. 12.—Higgins v. Lindsay.—This was a Dill filed by 
Joseph N. Higgins, Ksq., Barrister-at-Law, against Lieut.- 
Colonel C. W. Ridley, Colonel Lindsay, and Colonel Lam- 
bert, who had all been officers in the Gretiadier Guards, and 
others, claiming a sum of £250, interest and costs, in respect 
of a like sum which had been advanced by him to one Win. 
Frederic Hooper, a builder, on the security of a first charge 
on a sum of £1,000 due to Hooper by the regiment ; Hooper 
giving Colonel Lindsay notice that he had so charged his in- 
terest. The solicitor to the Guards wrote declining to be 
mixed up with Hooper and Higgins’s transactions, and 
Hooper having made an assignment for the benelit of his 
creditors, the money was paid over to his trustees. 

The plaintiff now alleged by his hill that this was done by 
the defendants Colonels Lindsay and Ridley to defeat his 
claim, that they were liable to make good the amount to the 
plaintiff) and that the defendants, Hooper's trustees, lad 
notice of his claim. 

Mr. Malias, Q.C., Me. Green, Qu 
and Mr. Speed appeared in the ea: 

His Honove gave judgment in favour of the plaintill’ 


eis Mr. (1. Lake Russell, 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY, 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GOULBURN.) 
Jan, 12.—Re Henry Pook,—The bankrupt was a solicitor, 
of Basinghall-street and Camberwell. His debts were 


the com- | 





applied to pass his,examination, and for his discharge. 

Mr. Robertson Grifiths applied for a dismissal of the 
petition upon the ground of insufficient description. 

It appeared from the examination of a Mr. Franklin that 
the bankrupt took apartments at Charlton, Kent, in 1859, 
and continued there until 1860, where he had resided under 

assumed name, He had not in his petition stated either 
the assumed name or the residence at Charlton, and had 
contracted debts whilst living at the latter place. 

His Honovr doubted his power to dismiss a petition, and 
declined to do so in this case. 

Mr. Sargood, for the assignees, applied that the bankrupt 
should file a cash account for six months prior to the bank- 
ruptcy. 

On the application of Mr. Grifiths, his Honour ordered 
that this account should go back for eighteen months, 

Adjourned. 








COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH, 
(Sittings in Banco, before the Lorp Cnier Justice and 
Crompton and MELLor, JJ.) 

Jan. 11.—Ee parte Camplin.—Mr. Huddleston, Q.C., 
moved for a rule nisi, calling upon an attorney of this court 
to show cause why he should not pay a certain sum of 
money, answer the matters contained in an affidavit, and pay 
the costs of this application. The appellant was appointed 
an executor under the will of a Mr. Prosser, who died in 
December, 1862, and in his capacity of executor, employed 
the attorney to act professionally in the affiairs of the estate. 
In January, 1864, the applicant paid him a sum of 
£57 12s. 9d. for legacy duties. In September last he re- 
ceived an application from the Inland Revenue Office, stating 
that these duties had not been paid. The attorney subse- 
quently promised to pay them, but had failed to do so. 

The Lorp Crier Justice said there appeared to have 
been no false statement and no fraud in the transaction, but 
merely a withholding of money which had been paid with the 
view of being applied to some particular purpose. He might 
take a rule calling upon the attorney to pay over the money 
and the costs. 

—— Clare v. The Queen.—Mr. Clare, the applicant in this 
petition of right—who has been distributing libellous broad- 
sheets, headed with the royal arms turned upside down and 
the motto, Jnversus non fractus—applied to the Court either 
to grant a new trial, or else to commit for perjury and fraud 
the persons implicated. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice—We have no power to investi- 
gate. 

Applicant—Can the Duke of Somerset—? 

The Lorp Cuter JusticE—We must be regular. 
is the motion you propose to make? 

Appileant—To get justice in this case. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice—We get justice according to 
established forms of procedure, and we must know what you 
now apply to us for. If it is for a new trial, we cannot grant 
it, because you come to late. 

Applicant—If the verdict were obtained by fraud, and the 
officers of the Admiralty have carried out that fraud, as 1 
am prepared to prove, I think I am entitled not only toa 
new trial, but also to cause those persons to be brought 
before this Court, and committed for perjury and fraud. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice —We have no such power. You 
must proceed on an indictment, or some other known form 
of legal procedure. He emphatically warned the applicant 
not to send him (the Lord Chief Justice) any more letters 
containing the most abusive language against every one by 
whom he thought himself aggrieved. 

CENTRAL CRIMINAL COURT. 
(Before My, Baron Bramwe.t.) 

Jan. 11.— The case of Mr. Haiminond,—Ut will be remera- 
bered that anne few sessions back the defendant pleaded 
guilty to an indictment for imprisoning and xssaulting his 
wife at his private residence at Peckham. Judgment had 
been respited to the present session, and the defendant now 
attended in discharge of his recognizances, 

Mr. Sleigh, with whom was Mr. Besley, appeared for the 
prosecution, and Mr. Oppenkein for the defendant. 

Mr. Sleigh said that an arrangement had been come to, and 
the prosecution did not desire to ask for punishment on the 
defendant. 

Mr. Oppenheim said that an arrangement had been made 
between Mr, Serjt, Ballantine, who had appeared with him 


What 
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on the hearing, and Mr. Huddleston, who led on the pro- 
section, by which the defendant undertook to execute a 
deed of separation and settlement. Under this arrangement 
the defendant had pleaded guilty to a common assault. 

Mr. Baron Bramwett-—Yes, and also to the imprison- 
ment. 

“Mr. Oppenheim respectfully submitted to the Court that 
the matter being arranged, and as the prosecution did not 
ask for punishment, the defendant should now enter into 
his own recognizances to come up for judgment when called 
upon. 

Mr. Baron BramMweELL required the defendant to sur- 
render. 

The defendant then appeared at the bar. 

Mr. Baron BramweE et addressing him, said—You have 
pleaded guilty to an indictinent charging you with an offence 
of very great enormity, and certainly of very great rarety in 
this country. You now seem to think that you have made 
an atonement for her wrongs by giving her liberty from you, 
and settling upon her one-half of her own property. In my 
opinion that is not atonement enough. | must also state 
that a prosecution is not the property of those by whom it 
is instituted to deal with it as they may think fit. The 
public have a higher interest in having redress rendered and 
wrong punished, to deter others from offending in a like 
manner. Acting on the depositions before me, and with the 
public object | have mentioned, I deem it to be my duty to 
sentence you to one year’s imprisonment with hard labour, 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY, LIVERPOOL. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner PERRY.) 

Jan. 9.—Jnve Henry Lister Maw.—This was an adjourned 
sitting forthe last examination and discharge of the bank- 
rupt, described as a landed proprietor residing in Falkner- 
square. Mr. Woodburn appeared for the assignees, and Mr. 
Martin for the bankrupt. This case has been before the court 
for some time, in consequence of the bankrupt’s representa- 
tion that a large amount of assets, consisting of property in 
Yorkshire and Lincolnshire, of the value of about £87,000, 
belonged of right to his estate, and that certain investigations, 
which he requested permission to pursue at his own expense, 
would result in his establishing this right, and so pay his 
creditors in full, and have the bankruptcy annulled. The 
various parties now in possession of the property have ac- 
cordingly, at the bankrupt’s instance, been summoned, but 
their evidence, so far as it was gone into, has in no way con- 
firmed the bankrupt’s anticipations. It appeared on the 
examination of one of the parties at the last sitting of the 
court, that the accounts between the bankrupt and himself 
had already been taken in the Court of Chancery, where 
proceedings were instituted, and that the certificate of the chief 
clerk was unfavourable to the bankrupt’s claim: Under 
those circumstances the learned commissioner refused to 
allow the matters, already dealt with in the Court of Chan- 
cery, to be re-opened in this court, and against this decision 
the bankrupt appealed, but unsuccessfully, to the Lord Chan- 
cellor. Mr. Martin now applied for a further adjournment 
to afford the bankrupt time to procure certain particulars 
from the parties in possession of the property he claimed, in 
order that he might complete his statement of accounts. 
His Honour, with the consent of Mr. Woodburn, solicitor to 
the assignees, allowed a further adjournment to the 20th 
April next, but ordered that the adjournment should be at 
the bankrupt’s expense. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE MEADE BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 

Sir,—Would you be good enough to give a place in your 
Journal to the following letter, originally published in the 
Dublin Daily Express. A. B. 

To the Editor of the ** Daily Express.” 

Sir, —May I ask you to inform me what has become of the 
above association, which was originally established for the 
twofold laudable purpose of assisting the needy professional 
man or his family, and to perpetuate the name of as good a 
man as ever was a member of the solicitors’ profession 
Richard Meade? About twelve months ago a list of four 
trustees, twenty-five Dublin, and seventy-three country 
directors, with two treasurers, and three honorary secretaries, 
were elected, a set of twenty-one rules were published, and 
an office was obtained at the Four Courts, in the Solicitors’. 
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buildings ; and thinking, at last, that the array of names 
gave some surety that something practical was about to be 
done, I subscribed a pound, and promised to give one yearly. 
Since then I have heard nothing of the association, and have 
never been applied to for my subscription. I understand 
the association has over £900 lying (bearing interest) in the 
bank. Can it be believed, with this to begin with, a list of 
gentlemen who undertook to subscribe annually, and with 
the published array of directors, &c., our profession is so 
apathetic as to make no move in the matter? Every profes- 
sion, save our’s, has some benevolent fund. There must be 
a fault smewhere, or we should not be an exception. For 
goodness’ sake, then, let the committee either return the 
subscriptions, amounting to over £900, or go on with the 
association. The afflicted widows and orphans of many of 
our brethren, who have been in comparative affluence while 
th solicitor was living, cry out now to the Meade Benevolent 
Association not to let them continue in want, where a long 
pull, a strong pull, and a pull all together, will establish the 
society, and bring comfort and relief to the mourners.—I re- 
main, sir, your's very truly, A Souiciror. 
STATUS OF SOLICITORS. 

Sir,—I write to pay a debt of gratitude; to thank you for 
clearing up my ideas on the above subject, by your editorial 
remarks on my letter of the 6th ult. To allude to one of 
those observations particularly, I was not at all aware that 
the flattering appellation of ‘*Old Man of the Sea,” which I 
quoted from the Times, was originally used by the present 
Lord Chancellor, but when you gave me that piece of 
information, my mind was more than set at rest. I saw 
at once how egregiously mistaken I was to fancy that I was 
a member of a branch of the legal profession that was 
snubbed and treated disrespectfully. You had ee! to 
mention that I was called anything by the Lord Chancellor, 
to convert me to your views at once, and I wanted nothing 
more to satisfy me of “his Lordship’s uniform courtesy and 
attention to the solicitors as a body.” From that time to 
this, I have congratulated myself at being likened to such 
an amiable and useful being as that ‘‘Old Man of the 
Sea.” 

Feeling thus, it could not be expected to excite my 
surprise to find in one of his Lordship’s letters quoted in the 
Times of this morning to ‘‘my dear Mr Paget,” that he had 
yet more compliments in store for the solicitors; he had 
though, for in his letter to that gentleman, as representing 
the ‘‘ Nottingham Merchant Traders’ Association,” he very 
truly and properly says on the laws of bankruptey—‘‘ Every 
estate is abandoned to attorneys, brokers, auctioneers, and 
every description of unnecessary official persons, and is 
eaten up by their costs and charges. Then come statements 
like these—assets, £2,100; costs of solicitors and otherwise 
in bankruptcy, £1,200—more than half the property. . . . 
1 could establish a board of official administration, which 
should be bound to collect and distribute every estate atx 
maximum charge of ten or eleven per cent., but were Ita 
propose it, I should have the opposition of every solicitor.’ 
Nothing can be kinder nor more polite than this. 

I am sorry, however, to be obliged to point out to the 
profession one drawback to all this felicity. I believe that 
in those words, ‘‘a board of official administration,” lies the 
secret of inflicting ruin on the practitioners of the law under 
the popular, but in fact ‘“clap-trap,” plea of ‘cheap law.” 
The County Court is ‘‘a board of official administration,” so 
is the Office of Land Registry, so is, to a considerable extent, 
that department of the Probate Court where the public is 
assisted in proving wills, &e., ‘‘without professional assis- 
tanee;” and if his Lordship is determined to follow out his 
idea, and ‘‘having made a bridge of the devil’s baek,” to 
‘curse it now he’s over,” he may get rid of the lawyers 
except the place-holders, root and branch. Without affirm. 
ing that I should thereby serve the public, with a junto of 
clever attorneys I would undertake to organise ‘‘a board 
of official administration’ which might do all the convey- 
ancing business of the country. 


Verbuni cap. 





A Loxpon SoLiciTor. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


The Lord Chancellor has appointed Mr. Horatio Daty 
of No. 12 Parliament-street, Westminster, to be a London 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the High Court of 
Chancery. 
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‘The “Lord Chancellor has appointed Tuomas WILSON 
Spencer, of Bingley and Bradford, in the county of York, 
Gentleman, to be a Commissioner to administer oaths in the 
High Court of Chancery in England. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


PUBLIC-HOUSE CLOSING ACT. 

The following correspondence has taken place between the 
Mayor of Bradford and the Home-Offic e, which will be of 
interest to those towns where the adoption of the Act is 
likely to be closely contested:— 

Bradford, 14th Dec., 1864. 
Public-House Closing Act, 1864. 

Sir,—I have the honour to enclose a copy of a resolution 
of the town council of this borough, passed by a majority of 
three only, at a meeting held yesterday, the votes being 
twenty-one for, and cightec n against, the motion for adop- 
tion. 

. Previously to the resolution being put, an amendinent to 
adjourn the meeting to the 17th October, 1865, was lost by 
a majority of one only. 

I also take the liberty of annexing copy of the town clerk’s 
opinion upon several points on which I have felt consider- 
able difficulty. As the question is one of great interest in 
this and other boroughs, I trust you will “pardon my sug- 
gesting that it is desirable you should obtain the opinion of 
the law officers of the Crown or the counsel of the Home- 
Office upon the points in doubt, which will probably prevent 
litigation here, and in other places, where the resolution for 
adoption is carried by a less majority than two-thirds, 

I will forward copy of the Bradford Observer, containing a 
report of the proceedings of the council meeting to-morrow. 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 

Your most obedient servant, 
CHARLES SEMON, Mayor. 
To the Right Hon. Sir George Grey, Batt., 
M.P., ‘&e., Whitehall, London, S.W. 








Public-House Closing Act, 1864. 
Copy of resolution’of the Bradford Town Council, 13th Dec., 
1864. 

It was moved by Mr. Councillor Mark Dawson, seconded 
by Mr. Alderman Brown, and resolved— 

That whereas one month's notice has been duly given by 
the mayor, in pursuance of a requisition duly signed, that a 
special meeting of the council should be holden this thir- 
teenth day of December, one thousand eight hundred and 
sixty-four, at three o'clock in the afternoon, for the purpose 
of adopting, if considered expedient, ‘*The Public-House 
Closing Act, 1864,” in and for the borough of Bradford, 

It be and is hereby resolved and ordere ed, that this council 
do hereby adopt the said Act, intituled ‘ Public-House 
Closing Act, 1864,” in and for the said borough of Bradford. 

Twenty-one votes in favour of the motion, and eighteen 
votes against it. CHARLES SEMON, Mayor. 





(Copy.) 
Town Clerk’s opinion, 
Re Publie-House Closing Act, 1861. 

1, Although the point is not free trom diffic ulty, I am of 
opinion that a resolution by a simple majority of the town 
council, present at a mee ting duly convened, is sufficient for 
the adoption of the Act. In ordinary cases, both under the 
Municipal and Local Government Acts, “a resolution of the 
council” is that of a majority only, and I tind no words to 
deprive the majority of their power to bind the whole 
council. On the contrary, a care ful reading of the 9th see- 
tionshows that it is the ‘‘notice” of the ineeting, and the 
‘‘requisition” on which it is to be summoned, only, that are 
to be such as are required in the case of the adoption of the 
Local Government Act. 

2. I think the usual power of adjournment incident to a 
meeting of the council may be exercised, and that the power 
to adjourn is not restricted to an adjournment from ‘‘ day to 
day.” 

3. Ido not consider it necessary to advertise the resolu- 
tion as required by the 19th section of the Local Government 
Act in the case of the adoption of that Act, the latter part of 
the 9th section only requiring notice of it to be ‘‘ given to 
the Secretary of State,” and this confirms my view upon the 
first point, that the whole machinery of the Local Govern- 





ment Act, with reference to adoption, is not intended to be 
brought into operation in adopting this Act. 
4. I do not consider that a resolution of adoption duly 
passed can afterwards be rescinded, 
JosEPH Rayner, Town Clerk, 


Bradford, 13th Dec., 1864. . 





Whitehall, 24th Dec., 1864. 

Sir,-—I am directed by Secretary Sir George Grey to 
acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 14th inst., en- 
closing a copy of a resolution passed by the Bradford Town 
Council for adopting the provisions of the Public-House 
Closing Act, 1864. 

With respect to the questions raised in your letter, Sir 
George Grey is of opinion that there is not sufficient doubt 
to make it necessary to submit them to the law officers. It 
seems quite clear that the reference to the Local Government 
Act only applies to the notice to be given of the meeting of 
the town council, to be held for the adoption of the Act, and 
not to the proceedings at such meeting, and that the view 
taken by the town clerk is perfectly correct. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 
H. Wappincron, 


The Mayor of Bradford. 








SCOTLAND. 


. ADVOCATES’ CLERKS’ FErEs. 

The following letter, addressed to the editor of the Scots- 
man, throws some curious light on the practices that are to 
be found in the Parliament House at Edinburgh. It is 
worthy of notice too that the writer, who complains of 
the conduct of the clerks of counsel, is himself ‘a Par- 
liament House clerk,” that is the clerk of an attorney 
whose duty it is to attend to his master’s causes in court. 
Our readers will be surprised to learn from the letter that 
the fees paid to barristers’ clerks in Scotland are so much 
higher than here—7s. 6d. instead of 2s. 6d.! * 

“Sir,—I am glad to find that attention is being directed 
to this, one of the many evils attending the Court of Session ; 
and I shall state asfew facts known to those who frequent 
the court, but quite unknown to many of the other members 
of the profession. 

‘The sum annually paid to advocates’ clerks has long 
been a serious and most unnecessary drag upon litigation in 
the court. These clerks are not paid by their masters, but 
by the agents, at the expense of their clients. For each fee 
sent to a counsel his clerk receives 7s, 6d.; for each general 
retaining fee, 15s.; and in jury trials, when the fee exceeds 
ten guineas, 10 per cent. on the amount. The Lord Advo- 
cate’s clerk receives 15s. for each fee, and the above per- 
centage in jury trials, And, besides, agents have to pay 
them for all the writing they do at the rate of 3d. a page for 
ordinary papers, and Gd. a page for opinions, and that in 
many cases when the writing is done by the connsel himself. 

“At the lowest computation, the sums so paid to advo- 
cates’ clerks amount to £5,000 per annum. And what re- 
turn is obtained? During session their work, if properly 
done, consists in seeing their masters’ papers taken to court 
and arranged in their boxes; watching the different bars, 
and seeing that their masters are at hand when their cases 
are called; bringing their books of reference from the library 
at the proper time, and seeing them returned; and packing 





up and sending home their papers at four o'clock. They 
have also to keep a note of the hours of consultations. 
“In the evening they go to their masters’ houses + and 


read over the rolls,~ and mark the eases therein for next day; 
lay out the papers, and do any writing that may be required. 
Keeping the fee-hook is a post of honour to which few advo- 
cates raise their clerks. 

“This is what they are supposed to do during session. 
During vacation T have no account of them. 

** But although advocates’ clerks are supposed to do all that 
I have stated, it by no means follows that they do it. When 
cases are called they are often out of the way, and the agents 
and their clerks have to waste time in looking for them. 

*The fees paid to counsel themselv es in Scotland are “also, we be- 
lieve, much higher than in this country. 

+ There are no “ chambers” in Scotland, but the briefs and papers 
— delivered at the houses of the advocates. It is the same in Dub- 





~ The daily printed lists of causes and of procedures, 














When counsel are speaking, their clerks seldom, if ever, wait 
by to fetch the books which may be incidentally referred to. 
This has to be done by the agent or his clerk, the counsel's 
clerk being away in some corner copying out the papers he 
ought to do at some other time. 

** Any one at all familiar with court practice here will 
readily corroborate all IT have stated. 

“*Many of your readers may well be surprised that such an 
evil should exist in the Court of Session. But it does exist, 
and will exist, until some cure is effected. This tax of £5,000 
a-year, and other such drawbacks, go far to explain why 
we have twelve advocations from Glasgow in one year. And 
though much has been said and written about Court of Ses- 
sion reform, and much has been tried by way of improvement. 
those in power have overlooked, inadvertently or purposely, 
the abolition of taxes unnecessary and anomalous, one of the 
greatest of which is the unreasonable practice of advodates’ 
clerks being paid by others than their own masters. 

“A PARLIAMENT-Hovsk CLERK, 

“Edinburgh, Dee. 31.” 











IRELAND. 


THe LAW RELATING TO CEMETERIES, 

The Lord Lieutenant sat in Council last week with the 
following members of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council :—The Lord Chancellor, the Lord Justice of Appeal, 
the Lord Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench, Right Hon. 
F. Shaw, Recorder of Dublin; Right Hon. A. Brewster, 
Right Hon. J. Napier, Right Hon. Mr. Justice Fitzgerald, 
Right Hon. Judge Keogh, Right Hon. Baron Deasy, and the 
Right Hon. the Attorney-General. 

Dr. Ball, Q.C., with whom were Mr. Chatterten, Q.C., 
and Professor Mills, applied on behalf of certain inhabitants 
and owners of property in Cork, to his excellency, by and 
with the advice of their lordships the Privy Council, to issue 
an order prohibiting a company recently established in Cork 
from making any interments in a piece of ground which had 
been taken by the said company for the purpose of a ceme- 
tery. He objected on the ground that the project would be 
injurious to public health, and would depreciate the value 
of property in the neighbourhood. 

The proposed cemetery was close to Wellington-square, 





near the city of Cork, which was inhabited by numbers of 


respectable families ; there were thirty-one inhabited honses 
within a radius of 100 yards, and 55 within a distance of 
200 yards ; and it was also in the immediate vicinity of the 
County Gaol and the Queen’s College. In the square there 
was a well or pump which was the source of water used by 
the residents of the locality, and was within twenty-three 
yards of the cemetery. The ground was in some places 
deficient in depth of soil, as the professor of geology in the 
Queen’s College, Cork, would prove. The physician of the 
county of Cork gaol would show that the proximity of the 
cemetery was calculated to have an injurious cflect on the 
inmates of that institution. 

Mr. Lefroy, Q.C., objected to the cemetery on the part 
of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, who had received a 
memorial from several of their tenants representing that 
the cemetery would have an injurious effect. 

Mr. Barry, Q.C., submitted that the council could not 
prohibit a particular locality, and could only issue an order 
prohibiting a cemetery within a given distance of the city. 

The Lord Chancellor said the Court was of opinion they 
had no power to make the order in the terms of the appli- 
cation. 

Dr. Ball submitted that the power to prohibit within 
a given boundary, included power to prohibit a particular 
locality. 

Mr. Brewster said the application did not call on the 
Court to prohibit interments within a given distance. 

Mr. Chatterton argued, that as application was made by 
certain owners, lessees, and occupiers of houses at Welling- 
ton-square, it was open to the council to make an order 
prohibiting interments within a certain distance of those 
houses. 

Mr. Brewster announced that the council, having con- 
sidered the view put by Mr. Chatterton, were of opinion they 
had not the power. 

Professor Mills endeavoured to show that the council 
could deal with the application, and urged the desirability 
of proceeding with the case, as great expense had been gone 
to in bringing up witnesses, &e. 
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The Lord Chancelior said that the course necessary for the 
applicants to pursue ‘was, to serve notice of application 
for a prohibition within a certain distance of the borough 
boundary. 

Leave was given to make a new application after the 
expiration of two months. 


COLONIAL TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 
CANADA. 
(From the Upper Canada Law Journal). 
Courr or Common Piras.—Ree. v. ScHRAM ET AL, AND 
Rec. 7, ANDERSON ET AL. 
Tinp. Stat. 59 Geo. 3, ¢. 69—Enticing persons to enlist. 
The defendants having been convicted of a misdemeanour 
under Imp. Stat. 59 Ceo, 3, ¢. 69, for procuring and en- 
deavouring to procure enlistirents in this country for the 
ariy of the United States, upor motion for a new trial, 
Held, that that statute is in force in this province, and the con- 
viction was sustained, 

The defendants were indicted at the spring assizes, 1864, 
held at London, Upper Canada, before Morrison, J. The 
indictment alleged that Henry Schram and Hayden Waters, 
on the 14th day of January, 1864, at the city of London, in 
the county of Middlesex, in the province of Canada, the said 
province of Canada then and still being a colony belonging 
to and subject to her Majesty, did unlawfully and wrong- 
fully, and without the leave and license of her Majesty for 
that purpose first, or at any time whatever, had and obtained 
under the sign manual of her Majesty, or signed by order in 
council or by proclamation of her Majesty, hire, retain, en- 
gage, and procure one John Talbot to enlist and to enter 
and engage to enlist and to serve, and to be employed in 
warlike and military operations by land as a soldier in the 
land service of, and for, and under, and in aid of the United 
States of America, the said United States of America then 
and still being a foreign State, contrary to the statute in 
such case made and provided, and against the peace of our 
lady the Queen, her Crown, and dignity. 

The second count was similar, except that it alleged that 
the defendants procured John Talbot to go and embark for 
the purpose of enlistment. 

The third count was for procuring John Talbot to enlist. 

The defendants having been convicted upon this indict- 
ment, arule was obtained for a new trial this term, which 
was argued by 

Robert A. Harrison for the defendants, referring to Whicker 
v. Hue, 4 Jur. N.S. 933. 

NS. Richards, Q.C., for the Crown. 

Ricuanps, C.J.—The preamble to c. 69 of 59 Geo. 3, 
in effect recites that the enlistment or engagement of his 
Majesty's subjects to serve in war in foreign service, without 
his Majesty’s license, may be prejudicial to and tend to 
endanger the peace and welfare of this kingdom, and that 
the laws then in force were not sufticiently effectual for 
preventing the same. [This statute was passed on the 3rd 
duly, 1819. | 

By the second section of the statute it was provided—Ist. 
That if any natural born subject of his Majesty, without the 
license of his Majesty, should enter into the military service 
of any foreign prince, state, or colony, either as an ofticer 
or soldier, or in any other military capacity ; 

2nd. Or if any natural born subject of his Majesty should, 
without such leave or license, accept any commission or ap- 
pointment as an officer, or serve in and on board any ship 
or vessel of war, or on board of any vessel used or fitted out, 
or intended to be used for any warlike purpose, in the service 
of or for or under or in aid of any foreign power, prince, 
state, or colony ; 

3rd. Or if any natural born subject of his Majesty should, 
without such leave and license, contract or agree to go to 
any place beyond the seas with intent to serve in any war- 
like or military operation whatever, whether by land or by 
sea, in the service of or for or under or in aid of any foreign 
prince, state, or colony :or 

{th. If any person whatever within the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Ireland, or in any part of his Majesty’s 
dominions elsewhere, or in any country, colony, settlement, 
island, or place belonging to or subject to his Majesty, shall 
hire, retain, engage, or procure, or shall attempt or endeavour 
to hire, retain, engage, or procure any person or persons 
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whatever to enlist, or to serve or to be employed in any 
such service as aforesaid . . or to go or to agree to go 
or embark from any part of his Majesty's dominions, for the 
purpose or with intent to be so enlisted, entered, engaged or 
employed as aforesaid . . . in any or either of such 
cases, any person so offending shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanour, and upon being convicted thereof upon any 
information or indictment, shall be punishable by fine and 
imprisonment, or either of them, at the discretion of the 
court before which such offender shall be convicted. 

Section 4 provided, that all such offences as should he 
committed within England should be tried in the Court of 
King’s Bench at Westminster, or at the assizes, or any 
quarter sessions of the peace for the county where the offence 
was committed, and in Scotland, in the Court of Justiciary 
in Scotland, or any other court competent to try criminal 
offences committed within the county within which the 
offence was committed, and when any such offence was com- 
mitted out of the United Kingdom, any justice of the peace 
might issue his warrant and commit such person to gaol, to 
be delivered by due course of law, and ‘‘all such offences 
committed at any place out of the said United Kingdom, 
shall and may be prosecuted and tried in any superior court 
of his Majesty’s dominions, competent to try, and having 
jurisdiction to try criminal offences committed at the place 
where such offence shall be committed.” 

Section 9 provided that any offences made punishable by 
the provisions of that Act, comniitted out of the United 
Kingdom, might be tried in the Court of King’s Bench at 
Westminster, and the venue in such case laid at Westminster, 
in the county of Middlesex. 

The point raised on the argument was whether the statute, 
the principal passages from which, applicable to this case, I 
have abstracted, is in force in this country. The words of 
the statute seem broad enongh to apply to this country. 
That part of the 2nd section of the Act, which I have marked 
4th, and have transcribed, enacted, as if to put the matter 
beyond all possible doubt, that if any person should commit 
the offence in question, ‘in any country, colony, settlement, 
island, or place, belonging to, or subject to his Majesty,” he 
should be guilty of a misdemeanour. In 1819, when this Act 
was passed the province of Canada (then divided into Upper 
and Lower Canada, but now united) was a colony belonging 
and subject to his Majesty George III. 

This portion of the statute seems clearly to create an 
offence, though the acts forbidden were committed in Canada. 
The words of the latter part of the 4th section of the statute 
quoted above, seem clearly to give jurisdiction to try the 
offence to the Court before which the defendant was convicted. 

The only ground on which we can hold that the statute 
of 59 Geo, 3, is not in force in this country, is because we 
have, end then had, a local Parliament, and that enactments 
of this kind ought to be made by the authority of that Par- 
liament, and if not so made, they ought to be held not to be 
in force here. 

By the Imperial Statute 31 Geo. 3, c. 31, a separate Legis- 
lature was established in each section of the province to 
make laws ‘for the peace, welfare, and good government 
thereof, such laws not being repugnant to that Act.” By the 
Union Act, Imp. Stat. 3 & 4 Vict. ec. 35, these provinces 
were again united, and power given to the local Legislature 
to pass laws for the peace, welfare, and good government of 
the province of Canada, such laws not being repugnant to 
that Act, or to such parts of 31 Geo, 3, ¢. 37, as were not 
repealed, or to any Act of the Imperial Parliament made or 
to be made, and not thereby repealed, which did or should, 
by express enactment, or by necessary intendment, extend 
to the provinces of Upper or Lower Canada, or either of them. 
The very words of the statute 3 & 4 Vict. ec. 85, seem to 
imply that the power to legislate on such matters was and is 
reserved to the Imperial Parliament, though this province 
may be affected by such legislation. 

As long as it is admitted that the Home Government, by 
whom the supreme power of the empire is exercised, is the 
proper channel through which all our relations and inter- 
course with foreign governments are to be carried on, the 
power to pass laws to bind the whole nation, so far as regards 
those relations (and as necessarily arising out of them the 
peace of the empire), must rest with the Imperial Parliament. 

Independently of the doctrine that our local Legislature 
can only exercise such powers as are specially conferred upon 
it under the statutes passed by the Imperial Parliament, 
there are other points of view in which the question may be 
considered, Though possessing a domestic Legislature, we 








form part of a vast empire having other colonies exercising 
similar legislative powers to our own. If any one colony, by 
passing laws or refusing to pass laws, produced a state of 
things which created difiieulty with a foreign state, the 
whole nation might be involved in a calamitous war, from 


_ the imprudence or recklessness of a very unimportant colony. 


Considered in this light, it appears to me that the statute 
which we are discussing relates to the conduet of citizens of 
the empire towards foreign states and people, and is on a 
subject which must be disposed of and legislated upon by 
the Imperial Parliament, as representing the supreme legis- 
lative power of the nation, and as to which it is necessary 
that all the subjects of the Crown should alike be bound, 
The very preamble of the Act states that the proceedings 
which the statute prohibits, may be prejudicial to, and en- 
danger the peace and welfare of the kingdom. 

I cannot say that I have any doubt that the statute is in 
force in this country, and creates the offence of which the 
defendant was couvicted before the proper tribunal. It is 
not contended that the evidence does not justify the convie- 
tion. The rule for a new trial will, therefore, be discharged. 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


SPAIN. 
RoMANTIC TRIAL, 

The Supreme Tribunal of Barcelona, in Spain, has given 
judgment in the case of Claudio de Cara-Fontenallas, 
mentioned in this Journal some time ago.* The prisoner's 
counsel, M. Niviera, complained that the defence had not 
been free, that the judge had refused to hear several of his 
witnesses, and also that his demand for further inquiry in the 
Argentine Republic had been rejected,and concluded with pro- 
testing against the manner in which the previous examinations 
and the trial had been conducted. In consequence of those ob- 
servations the judge committed him to prison for contempt of 
court. In his defence before the examining magistrate, Don 
Claudio produced four documents, in which he was styled Don 
Claudio Fontenallas; the first was his commission as ensign 
in the army of Buenos Ayres, dated April, 1857, which 
proved that he could not be Claudio Felice, as the latter 
sailed from Barcelona to Buenos Ayres late in February in 
that year, and therefore could not have arrived at the time; 
the second was a passport delivered to Don Claudio Fonte- 
nallas by the Spanish consul at Rosario de Santa-Fé; the 
third was a commission of sub-licutenant of artillery, dated 
Buenos Ayres, 22nd July, 1858; and the fourth was the 
muster-roll of the men under his orders in a ship which he 
had commanded. These four documents, of such vital im- 
portance for the accused, were left in the possession of the 
examining magistrate, who, when the cause was_ tried, 
asserted that he had lost them. 

The conviction was so general at Barcelona that the 
prisoner had been unfairly treated, that a subserip- 
tion was opened in his favour, which produced a sum 
of 40,000fr. Part of this sum was applied to re- 
lieve the prisoner’s immediate uceessities, and the rest 
was offered to M, Caso, a celebrated advocate of Madrid, to 
conduct the appeal against the above judgment. After long 
delays the appeal was made, and a telegraphic despatch 
states that the Supreme Court of Barcelona has given its 
decision, substantially confirming the judgment, but reduc- 
ing the sentence of hard labour from twelve years to two. 








ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS 


Queen's Bench. 
NOTICES OF ADMISSION, 
Tn and on the Last Day of Hilary Teri, 1865, 
[The clerks’ names appear in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
acticied or assigned follow in ordinary type.) 
Leecn, Artuur.—Frederic Bishop, Stoke-upon-Trent, 
LreMAN, Josep Jouxson,— George Leeman, York; Joseph 
Leech, 65, Moorgate-strect. 
Morison, Joun.—W. W. Charnock, 'Trinity-street, South- 
wak; H. M. Ody, Trinity-strect, Southwark. 
Tuomas, Grorcre Ginperr Treverne, B.A.—W. R. May- 
nard, Coleman-street. 
TUNSTALL, CHARLES Witiram.—-R. G, A. 
ehurch-buildings. 
~*8Sol. Jour. 901. Cor al 
+ The prisoner’s counsel was reprimanded by the Court, and 
thirteen witnesses were declared euilty of perjury. 
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Hilary Vacation, 1865. 

Butt, GERARD FREDERICK.—Augustus Samuel Twyford, 5, 
Southampton-street, Bloomsbury. 

Last Day of Hilary Teri, 1865. 

Bennetr, Normanx.—William Bennett, Chapel-en-le-Frith, 
Derby. 

Braprorp, Mittox.—Joseph Burton, Reading. 

CLARK, JouN NATHANIEL.—John Clark, 9, Cook’s-court; 
and 32, Arundel-square. 

CLARKE, Cuas. Guyon.—Henry Vallance, 20, Essex-street. 

Crozier, Puinip AvGustus.—George Lee Patteson, 17 and 
18, New Bridge-street, Blackfriars. 

Daniets, THomas Isaac.-- Thomas Daniels, Amersham; 
and 15, Bucklersbury. 

Hanpiey, JAMEs.—Richard H. Munday, 24, Horbury- 
crescent, Kensington. 

Houmes, CLARENCE.—Henry Jetfreys Farrar, Cranbrook. 

LEEMAN, JOSEPH JOHNSON.—George Leeman, York; Joseph 
Leech, 65, Moorgate-street. 

Murrow, CHARLEs.—James Murrow, Liverpool; Richard 
C. Brown, Liverpool. 

RicgBy, Frank Drxon.—Richard W. Lovesey, 7, New-inn, 
Strand. 

SPENCER, GEORGE WAKEFIELD.—William Spencer, Bir- 
mingham. 

TATE, ALFRED.—Edward S. Donner, Scarborough. 

TAYLEUR, CRESSWELL JoHN.—Ambrose Lace, Liverpool. 

TRIMMER, RoBERT.—William Hobbs, Reading. 

Watson, THomaAs.—Richard Thompson, Durham; John 
Watson, Durham; William E. Duncan, Basinghall-street. 

[See also p. 149.] 
TO TAKE OUT OR RENEW ATTOR- 
NEYS’ CERTIFICATES. 

February 1, 1865. 

Barrow, George, Richmond; and 7, South Audley-street. 

Baxter, Francis Eldon, 10, Queen’s-square, Westminster. 

Beck, John Grant, Washington, Sussex. 

Burnaby, Thomas Frederick, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Chaffers, Alexander, 43, Bedford-row. 

Clegg, George, Manchester. 

Crott, Charles Herbert, Newport, Monmouth. 

De La Mare, John, 24, King William-street, Strand. 

Evans, Charles, 8, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn; and 23, Wel- 
beck-street, Cavendish-square. 

Gaskell, William, 2, Montague-place, Hammersmith, W. 

Gunning, Charles, Smethwick and Longdon, Stafford. 

Haviland, Edgar, Bridgwater, Somerset. 

Hill, George Frederick, Penybryn, near Cardiff. 

Hyett, John Charles, 152, Euston-road. 

Maberley, Thomas Henry, Braiswick House, near Colchester; 
and Appleshaw, Hants. 

Martin, John, Nottingham. 

Norton, William Henry, 8, Chesterfield-street, Euston-road; 
11, Belgrave-street, Euston-road; and 4, Frederick-street, 
Gray’s-inn-road. 

Pontifex, Marshall,?5, St. Andrew’s-court, Holborn; and 
Blackheath. 

Russell, William Bunney, Kilburn. 

Russell, Lancelot, 29, Tavistock-street, Covent-garden; and 
Canterbury-road, Thornton-heath. 

Sawkins, George,. Brades Village, Worcester. 

Scott, Edward, Jun., Wigan. 

Selby, James Addison, Aylesford, Kent. 

Smedley, John Benjamin, 17, Charterhouse-lane. 

Sparham, Henry Mills, The Mount, Stanstead, Essex. 

Sutcliffe, George, Halifax and Sowerby-bridge, York. 

Turner, Joseph Edward, Tollington-park, Middlesex. 

Vincent, Charles Greaves, Ryde, Isle of Wight; and 6 and 
46, Eastbourne-terrace, London. 

Walker, John Fraser, 30, Litchficld-street, Soho. 

Wightman, Dossey, Sheflield, York; and 226, Cray’s-inn- 
road, 

Yarborcugh, Richard Cooke, 2, 


APPLICATION 


St. Ann's-villa, Notting-hill. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 
Mr. H. SuHreip, on Common Law and Mercantile Law, 
Monday, Jan. 16, 
Mr, J. N. Hiccins, on Conveyancing, Friday, Jan, 20. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the meeting of this society on Tuesday, the 10th inst., 
the secretary read his quarterly report of the proceedings of 
the society. 

From this report, it appears, amongst other things, that 
nine meetings have been held during the quarter, which 
commenced on the 25th October, and terminated on the 
20th December, 1864, at which five legal, and three juris- 
prudential questions have been discussed; the legal question 
appointed for discussion on the 6th December, having been 
postponed on account of the length of time occupied by the 
motions. 

Nineteen new members have been added to the society, and 
eight old members have resigned, so that the society now 
consists of 141 members. 

The average attendance of members at the meetings has 
been thirty-two, the highest number being thirty-six, and 
the lowest twenty-nine. 

The debates on the legal and jurisprudential questions 
have been very satisfactory, the average number of speakers 
being twelve, and the average duration of the debates being 
two hours aud four minutes. The average number of 
members voting has been seventeen, of whom an average 
of eleven voted at the divisions, and six by means of the 
register of votes. 

The cnly matter of complaint mentioned in the report, 
is that members are in the habit of having the meet- 
ings too early, and the committee represent, with great 
force and point, ‘‘that if gentlemen would make it conve- 
nient to stay a little longer at the meetings, it would be of 
considerable advantage, not only to themselves, but also to 
those who do not leave so early, as on more than one ocea- 
sion the debate has ceased, not for want of members ready to 
speak, but on account of the number of members in the 
room being so small as to discourage those who remained 
from taking the trouble to address the society.” 

On the 6th December, upon the motion of Mr. Rooks, a 
committee of five members was appointed to revise the rules 
of the society, but no alteration has yet been made therein. 


COURT PAPERS. 
CHANCERY CAUSE LIST. 
BerorE THE LorD CHANCELLOR AND THE Lorps JUSTICES. 


Tredwell y. London, Chatham, 
and Dover Railway Co. (S. 





Appeals. 

(L.C.) Mackintosh y. Steuart 
(R.—Aug. 2) —Dee. 10) 

(L.C.) Mackintosh vy. Steuart Patch v. Ward ;(S.—Dee. 
(R.—Nov. 1) 15) 

(L.C.) Miller v. Bush (S.— Bouillon vy. Burke (S.—Dee. 
Noy. 10) 20) 

(L.C.) Green vy, Gascoyne (K. Parkinson vy, Hanbury (K.— 
—Nov. 10) Dee. 21) 

(L.C.) Attorney-General vy. Lautour v. Attorney-General 
Master and Co-Brethren of — (S.—Dec. 21) 
the Hospital of St. John Causes. 


the Baptist, Bedford (R.— (L.C.) Baxendale v. West 

Nov. 18) Midland Railway Co. 
Cornforth v. Pointon (S.-— (L.C.) Baxendale v. Great 

Dee. 7) Western Railway Co. 
Taylor v. Meads (R.—Dec. 7) Attorney-General v. Cham- 


Pelley vy. 
Dee. 8) 


Bascombe (S.-- hers; Attorney-General v. 


Rees 


BreFORE THE MASTER OF THE RoLLs. 

Causes, &¢. Gamble v. the St. Helen’s 
Hobson v. Jones Canal and Railway Co. 
Scott v. Oakeley Howard y. Earl of Shrewsbury 
Eaton v. Bennett Chadwick v. Turner 
Symonds vy. Wilkes Pomfret v. Plucknett 
Bedborough v. Bedborough 3atchelor vy. Morley 
Pullan v. Pullan Cheesman v. Price 
Halliwell v. Halliwell Pink v. Aburrow 
Mortan v. Morant Earl of Durham v. Legard 
Catton v. Wyld Plucknett v. Pomfret 
Braithwaite v. Kearns Anderton v. Anderton 
Pilling v. Pilling King v. Morison 
Bruce vy. Morison D’Huart v. Harkness 
Clark v. Eversfield Oldham v Ashwin 
Ormerod v. Rostron Johnstone v. Blake 
Reeves v. Matthews Swift v. Swift 
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Killick v. Swail 
White v. Welch 
Quicke v. Floud 
Jones vy. Lambert 
Sill v. Bowden 
Davis v. Davis 
Turner v. Mirfield 
Brooke v. Robarts 
Rowe v. De Lavigerie 
Guest v. Smythe 
Mathers v. Green 
Moét v. Rosenberg 
Chambers v. Crabbe 
Wood v. Scoles 
Hudson v. Phillipps 
Vigor v. Salmon 
Gatayes v. Flather 
Whitlow v. Dawson 
Ellis v. Griffith 
Holme vy. Williamson 
Lloyd v. How 
Worthington v. Beckett 
Payne v. Hailstone 
Milner v. Milner 
Boothby v. Day 
Sheward v. Benbow 
Bruce v. Frankum 
Sercombe v. Sanders 
Taylor v. Ware 
Kingsmill v. Mogg 
Thomas v. Chorley 
Tidswell v. Tidswell 
Willis v. Willis 
Gedney v. Smith 
Cunliffe v. Baker 
Shorey v. Hayward 
Pratt v. Jenner 
Gohegan vy. Barlow 
Hyde v. British & Foreign 
Marine Insurance Co. (Li- 
mited) 
Harrop v. Holt 
Elmslie v. Ingram 
Robinson v. Clarke 


Burke v. Rogerson 

Dent v. Payne 

In re Malam’s Estate; Malam 
v. Malam 

Younge v. Cocker 

Harris v. Nunn 

Drew v. Lockett 

Darlow v. Cooper 

Combe v. Hughes 

Heywood, Bart. v. Heywood 

Hird y. Pinckney 

Hole vy. Davies 

Beavan v. Beavan 

Eyre v. Cunliffe 

Tanswell v. Seurrah 

Timmis v. Steele 

Tozer v. Count Belli 

Lucas y. Clarke 

White v. White 

Frowd v. Archbutt 

Dickinson y. Charing Cross 
Railway Co. 

Berdoe v. Dawson 

Davies v. Otty 

Willis v Willis 

Samble v. Wilson 

Kirkham v. Muggeridge 
(Knight) 

Sidebottom In re; Bradbury 
v. Cotterell 

Cotton In Re; Bowman vy. 
Smith 

Smith v. Wilson 

Bank of London v. 
geridge 

Ingle v. Partridge 

Webster v. Donaldson 

Butcher vy. Sherwood 

Young y. Gill 

Conyers v. Beresford 

Geale v Hockley 

Dickson v. Adams 

Lees v. Lees 

Williams v. Thomas 


Mug- 





BEFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR Sir RicHArp T. KINDERSLEY. 


Causes, §c. 

Williams v. Williams; 
Williams v. Williams 

Smart v. Hawksworth 

Millard v. Ellyett 

Gant v. Heales 

Earl of Eglinton v. Lamb, Bt. 

Earl of Eglinton v. Lamb, Bt. 

Jenkins v. Lemon 

Oakden v. Pike 

Tomlinson v. Rutter 

Lovegrove v. Heath 

Gant v. Heales 

Morgan v. Mérgan 

Readwin v. Vegra and Clogan 
Copper Mining Co. 

Gillet v. Gane 

Gataker v. Reynardson 

Fitch v. Cutts 

Sharpin v. Symons 

Cooke v. Hathway 

Gentry v. Gentry 

Dakers v. Lilburn 

Smith v. Meadows 

Travis v. Illingworth 

McClymont v. Ray 

London Monetary Advance 
&e., Co, (Limited) v. Brown 

Hosken vy. Sincock 

Paine v. Brown 

Winterbottom y. Storey 

Armytage v. Armytage 

Hutton v. Hutton 

Hollis vy. Bulpett 

Lillie v. Westhead 

Ford v. Marston 

Gutteridge v. Fletcher 


Wilson v. Kempe 

Briggs v. Griffiths 

Taylor v. Milnes 

Ponting v. Butler 

Robinson v. Evans 

Maxwell v. Mackenzie 

Maxwell v. Wright otherwise 
Mackenzie 

Cooper v. Tharp 

Tomkinson v. Naden 

Wooldridge v. Nutt 

Clarke vy. Chamberlain 

Painter v. Ford 

Marqs. of Downshire v. Smith 

Leaton v. Armstrong 

Shanks v. Dickinson 

Phillips v. James 

Fitzgibbon v. Dillon 

Curriers’ Co. v. Corbett 

Grosvenor v. Smallwood 

Towns v. Wentworth 

Ivimey v. Stocker 

Parsons v. Parsons 

Hale v. Bower 

Pole v. De la Pole, Bart. 

Chapman y. Finch 

E. of England Bank v. Dixon 

Waterhouse v. Farlow 

Painter v. Gardner 

Bell v. Wilson 

Embleton v. Fogg 

Oxenham y. Oxenham 

In re Taylor; Frayne v. Tay- 
lor 

Beecher v. Major 

Patch v. Shore 

Merriman v. Bonney 





Brrore Vick-CHANCELLOR Sin JOHN STUART. 


Causes, ce. 
Tee v. Bridger 
Field v. Ryman 
Cokayne vy. Chanter 
Higgins v. Lindsay 
Hubbard v. Hubbard 


| Turney vy. Townsend 
; Morocco Land and Trading 


Co, v. Fry 

Burris v. Jenkin 

McIntosh v. Great Western 
Railway Co. 

Defries v. Smith 

Walford v. Gray 

Clark v. Levens 

Bacon v. Clarke 

Bayley v. Williams 

Tillyard y. Franco 

Swanston v. Smethurst 

Balne v. Cox 

South Metropolitan District 
School v. Banstead and 
Epsom Downs Railway Co. 

Dabbs v. Nugent 

Greenfield v. Edwards 

Hodson v. Hodson 

In re Hall; Robinson v,. 
Latham 

Dobie v. Moulton 

Bayley Worthington v. Wil- 
liamson 

Watlington v. Gammie 

Brown v. Hadleigh Gas Con- 
summers’ Co, 

Dover v. Buck 

Langdon v. Blake 

Burrows v. Langley 

De la Fontaine v. Coppage 

James v. James 

In re Brabyn; Brabyn v. 
Brabyn 

Cust v. Middleton 

Stonehouse vy. Dobing 

McLellan y. St. George’s 
Harbour Co. 

Williams v. Wilson 

Eaton v. Attorney-General 

Fray v. Drew 

Brideoake v. Lees 

Phillips v. Wilbraham 

Forrest v. Forrest 

Soddy v. Searle 

Jones v. Dixon 

Cox v. Reid 

Boulter v. Clark 

Austin v. Cantle 

Fowler v. Haynes 

Forman v. Harvey 

Cooke v. Benbow 

Joseph v. Metropolitan Rail- 
way Co. 

Williamson v. Shinton 

Hunter v. The General Co. 
of Italian Irrigation Canals 
(Cavour Canal) 

Parker v. Lee 

Taylor vy. Kay 


Willoughby v. Brideoake 

Hall v. Waterhouse 

Neve v. Cust 

Stanhope vy. Earl of Harring- 
ton 

Smith v. Thomas 

Yardley v. Broughton 

Symonds v. Creasy 

Edwards Wood vy. Baldwin 

Ensley v. Ensley 

Croft v. Graham 

Davey v. Wietlesbach 

In re Stubbs’s Estate; Stubbs 
vy. Marsh 

Rayson v. Watson 

Warland v. Gooby 

Wood v. Wadham 

King v. Brown 

Rawley v. Skevington 

Upperton v. Upperton 

Rhodes V. Bate , 

Garrett v. Adams 

Jones v. Griffith 

Ludgator v. Horley 

Rapley v. Holbrook 

Haig v. Gwyther 

Welch v. Phillips 

Fowler v. Druce 

Thomas v. Cross 

Beynon v. Morris 

Martyn v. Parnell 

Williams v. Caslon 

Jenkins v. Parry 

Lingen v. Jones 

John v. Lloyd 

Oliver v. Hughes 

Paul v. Buggs 

Maugham v. Larchin 

Wormald v. Maitland 

Foster v. Oxenham 

Muskett v. Vernon 

Daniel v. Towne 

Wriford v. Glubb 

Cooper v. Hambrook 

Petheram v. Taylor 

Ireland v. Trembath 

Morgan v. Day 

Alexander v. Alexander 

Caton v, Caton 

Bethell v. Green 

Cann v. Morris 

Dexter v. Powell 

Colby v. Gadsden 

Gill v. Littlefair 

Brierley vy. Furnival 

Johnstone v. Hamilton 

Smith v. Berkeley 

Lees v. Becker 

Lucas v. London, Brighton, 
and South Coast Railway 


Co. 
Kirby v. Phillips 
Holdgate vy. Jones 
Goodwin v. Braine 
Walldon v. Giraud 
Marshall v. Marshall 
Heberden v. Holden 


3EFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR 


Causes, de, 
Simpson v. Brown 
Hanmer vy. Chance 
Wilson v. Bullivant 
Fisher v. Moon 
Higgins v. Edgell 
Onions v. Cohen 
Blackett v. Bates 
Payne v. Parker 
Neuville v. Laneuville 
Allan v. Scott 
soucher y, Clayton ; Same v, 

Same 


Sm WI.itAmM Pace Woop. 
Herion v, Alexander 
Jackson v. Swan 

Bignold y. Beevor 
Tunstall v. George 
George v. Tunstall 
Kirkwood vy. Thompson 
Challinor v. Bowen 
Seixo v. Provezende 
Eden y. Thompson 
Parsons v. North 

Foster v. Gladstone 
Wedderburne v. Thomas 
Cooper v. Ricardo 
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Hooper v. Guun 

McLellan v. Gunn 

Hart v. Stothert 

Dalton v. Neale 

Cheltenham Water 
Co. v. Russell, Bart. 

Duke of Northumberland y. 
The Great Western & Brent- 
ford Railway Co. 

Frith v. Cartland 

London & South Western 
Railway Co. v. Fitter 

Thompson v. Fennell 

Acland, Bart. v. Troyte 

Detries v. Levy 

Winearls v. Westby 

Tottle v. Washington 

Kay v. Barlow 

Cooke v. Stilwell 

A. H. Bull vy. Stanley 

Simpson v. Holliday 

Bass v. Austin 

Hiscock vy. Shrimpton 

Parker v. Whyte 

Shears v. Dickenson 

Hansford vy. Barton 

Hall v. Slack 

Forder v. Stevens 

Edmonson y. Kilshaw 

Panton y. Smith 

Roscoe v. Waln 

Jarvis v. Moore 

Andrewes y. Jones 


Works 


Tennant v. Bankart 
ee *. v. Biddulph 
Sampson v. Harrison 


Temple Pier Co. (Limited), v. 
Metropolitan Board of 
Works 

Peacock v. Peacock 

Fenton y. Fenton 

Godfrey v. Brooke 

Holmes y. Bridge 

Catlow v. Catlow 

Sargent v. Coates 

Spokes v. The Banbury Local 
Board of Works 

Fletcher vy. Goodall 

Miller v. Sturgis 

Morgan v. Gwynne 

Dodds v. Hills 

Spires v. Fisher 

Smith v. Dawson 

Wilbraham vy. Simons 

Gilbert v. The Charing Cross 
Railway Co, 

Cropton v. Smith 


EXCHEQUER 

SITTINGS I 

Tilary 1 

The following days have bee 
of Errors and | Appeals : — 


QUEEN'S 
Wednesday............... Feb. 1 
SMPNONRIURS, isa c<Séiecevdi, aay et 

COMMON 
Monday...... 

RGRIBY oasis ccs cBiesnene RODE: | 


South v. Bloxam 
Dugdale v. Robertson 
Burton v. Shaw 
Treacy y. Dolman 
Glitsenstein v. Adains 
Smith v. Lewis 

De Martana v. De Martana 
Mostyn v. Mostyn 
Wickham v. Wing 
Proud vy. Bates 
Jelferys vy. Dickson 
Beard v. Turner 
Robson v. Wilson 
Bidwell vy. Wright 
Clarke v. Green 


Hughan v. Viscount Malden 
Finch v. Burden 
Savin vy. The Oswestry and 


Newtown Railway Co, 

Tucker v. Burrow 

Searby v. The Tottenham 
and Hampstead Junction 
Railway Co. 

Koch vy. MeLean 

Cox y. Emery 

Gray v. Price 

Harrison v. Taylor 

Waine v. Bitmead 

Lakin vy. Lakin 

Whitehouse v. 

Eastlake Knight v. 

Wriford v. Wriford 

Dilley v. Matthews 

Perrott v. Hamilton 

Edwards v. Edwards 

Alexandre v. Wallis 

Loceck vy. Smyth 

Wright v. Peyton 

Dean v. Handley 

Dowle v. Saunders 

Goold v. The Great Western 
Deep Coal Co. (Limited) 

The Great Western Deep Coal 
Co. (Limited) y. Goold 

Morton y. Elliott 

tabbetts v. Woodward 

Tate v. Williamson 

Davenport v. Goldberg 

Davenport v. Philips 

Horsey v. Mott 

Triston v. Winter 

Wilkinson v. Wilkinson 

Hanbury v. Wood 

Davis v. Shepherd 

Grainger v. Wright 

Tribute v. Rose 


Kendrick 


Eastlake 


CHAMBER. 
N Error, 


‘erm, 1865. 


‘n appointed for the argument 





BENCH. 
Bio geeererereneeyrrree! |: Sa 
Saturday 4 
PLEAS, 


Feb, 6 


EXCHEQUER. 


Wednesday ....... Feb, 8 


COURT OF 
AN 
COURT FoR DIVORCE anp 


PROBATE 
sae 
MATRIMONIAL CAUS 


Sittings in and after Hilary Term, 1865. 
Court oF PRroBpate. 
Wednesday ............ Jan. 18 | Saturday ............... Jan, 21 
1) 1 eee » 20] W ednesd: ay. ous 


FULL Sines oF Divorce. 


Thursday, January 19, 
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CouURT OF Divorce E 
Saturday Jan. 14 | § Saturday a wee Feb. 4 
TROMSISY..........:.:. 4 26) Wednesday -........-.. 45 9 
PRU secs clecax03 » 27 | Thursday .. so 9 
Saturday ............5.. », 28] Friday ..... ae 
Wednesday .......... Feb. 1 | Saturday » Il 
TPIAISU BY eons ccccccesss. gg | Sp NR CUEIRSOON cavecsceces re | 
RMB ices ascccses aes S| ERROR cco cc0csccvcsis eke 








[rials by jury. 
BRUURY voccsnssnccnscotas Feb. 17 a a March 9 
meturday .........05+ REED ERM coe coescenas~ess ~~ =e 
Wednesday » 2S = RY a ccsscaasweacs ree 
Dharsday ss. <issscecs..: », 23] Wedne eda RW oo caasaens ig) OO 
WMA). oe caoxa gts reas 55° A) RMEESY sc cxecances a 
Satarday ......c0csese: Dit PMAAY cicacccasncccnnch: soe eee 
Wednesday... “Mareh 1 Saturday «.. <.<..<..<:- ss) 2 
Thursday............ re i  pereeeeemnoe — on 
PRON a. 25 955 15 cosines See Sa i. Saeerrereere » 23 
Saturday ........ » 4| Friday. 5s «(24 
Wednesday oe OH Saturday » 425 





The trials by jury in the Court of Probate will be taken 
first. 

The judge will sit in chambers, to hear summonses, at 
eleven o'clock, and in court, to hear motions, at twelve 
o'clock, on Wednesday, January 11, and on every succeed- 
ing Tuesday until Tuesday, March 21, inclusive. 








Tue Lorp CHancentor’s Livincs.—The Lord Chancellor 
has presented the Rev. Godfrey Edward Alexander, M.A., 
of Trinity College, Oxford, vicar of Woodford, near Daventry, 
to the vicarage of Stoke B Liss, near Tenbury, Worcestershire, 
rendered vacant by the death of the Rey. Thomas Edwardes 
Mytton Holland, M.A. The vicarage of Woodford, which 
has become vacant by Mr. Alexander's preferment, is worth 
£340 a-year, and is in the gift of the Lord Chancellor. Mr. 
Alexander, whose preferment is thus noticed, isa brother 
of Sir William Alexander, Q.C., Attorney-General to the 
Prince of Wales. 

PLEA oF INFANCY BY AN UNDERGRADUATE.—At a late 
sitting of the Cambridge County Court, Robert Wilder, an 
undergraduate, was summoned by a hairdresser named Al- 
derton’ for payment of the sum of £3 17s., the amount of 
claim for hairdressing, cutting, shampooing, shaving, &e. 
The plea of infancy was set up, and the question arose as to 
how far the different items were ‘“ necessaries.” One of the 
articles claimed for was an ‘‘adjuster,”’ which turned out to 
be a stiff cosmetic, used when the hair is inclined to ‘stick 
up.” As regards the shampooing, the plaintiff contended 
that it was very necessary for ge ntle me n, after studying and 
reading, and recommended the judge, J. Collyer, Esq. , to 
Witness the operation. The defendant peli the correct- 
ness of the charges, but thought that as the bill was sent 
into his father, he was not liable—a remark which elicited 
decided laughter and derision from those present in court. 
The father of the defendant said he defended the action ‘*on 
principle.” His Honour gave judgment for the plaintiff for 
£3 4s. 6d., disallowing the “adjuster” and the shampooing. 


ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT GARRAW AY’S. 
Jan. 9.—By Messrs, Bitton. 
Lease, &e. (21 years from Michaelmas Jast) of the Quadrant Hotel, 
situate in Air-street, Regent-street— Sold for £2,650. 





BIRTHS, MAREIAGES, | AND DEATHS. 


BIR RTHS. 

BATTEN—On Jan. 6, at Pembroke-road, Kensington, the wife of John 
Batten, Esq., of a son. 

BROWNE—On Jan. 11, the wife of G. S. Browne, Esq., of the Norfolk 
Circuit, of a daughter, 

MORRISON- On Dee. 28, at ( Jueenstown, the wife of William Beamish 
A. Morrison, Esq. , Solicitor, of a son. 

PEARCE—On 6 an. 3, at Middieto n-terré a Wandsworth, the wife of 
John Pearce, Esq., Solicitor, of a daughtei 

RYAN—On Jan. 2, at Dublin, the wife of William Ryan, 
ter-at-Law, of a daughter. 

WARNER-On Dec. 2, at Tunbridge, Kent, 
Warner, Esq , Solicitor, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

FAWCETT—FAWCETT—On Jan. 2, at Monkstown Church, Dublin, 
John Rk. Fawcett, Esq. , Barrister-at-Law, of Dublin, to Isidora 
Jane, only daughter of the late Lieut.-Colonel D. L. Fawcett, C.B., 
55th Regiment. 

GREEN—HUSKISSON—On Jan. 3, at St. Luke’s, Cheltenham, Samuel 
Green, Esq., M.A., of the Inner Temple and; “Cheltenham, to "Eleanor 





Esq., Barris- 





the wife of George D. 
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J. daughter of re Ww. ‘athens; Esq., late of H. M’s. Ceylon Civil 

ervice 

RUTHERFORD— DARLEY—On Jan. 4, at Kilternan Chureh, John F, 
Rutherford, Esq., of Mooretown, county Meath, to Anna Louisa, 
youngest daughter of William F. Darley, Esq..Q.C., of Fern-hill, 
county Dublin. 

WINSLOW—ARMSTRONG—On Jan. 5, at the British Legation, 
Brusseis, Edward Winslow, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, to Letitra 
Champagne, second daughter of the late J. Armstrong, Esq., of 
Killclare, King’s County, Ire!and. 

DEATHS. 

CHESTER — On Jin. 9, at Camden-town, Sarah, widow of John 
Chester, late of the Inner Temple, Esq., formerly of Totnes, Devon. 
erg —Qn Jan, 10, at Doctor’s-commons, lerrot Fenton, Esq., 

agec 

HAMINGTON—On Jan. 4, at Stanton St. Bernard, Wilts, Jane, widow 
of C. M. Hamington, late of Brighton, Esq., Solicitor, aged 84, 

HOLBERTON—On Jan. 3, at Brierley-hill, Staffordshire, Margaret, 
wife of J. L. Holberton, Esq., Solicitor, aged 23. 

KYLE—At Hythe, Kent, Henry Stopford Ky le, Esq., 
son of the late Lord Bishop of Cork. 

LANCHESTER—On Dec, 26, at Bognor, Frederick William Lanches- 
ter, Esq., Solicitor. 

PINEN—On Jan. 3, at Ashmead, near Cheltenham, Septimus Pinen, 
Esq., Solicitor, aged 47. 

SCRIVEN—Edward H. Scriven, Esq., Registrar of Judgments in Tre- 
land, aged 80, 

STUART—On Dec. 30, at Gray’s-inn, John Stuart, Esq., aged 52. 

WATSON—On Dec. 29, James Watson, Esq., Berrister, ‘of the Inner 
Temple, aged 56, 


Barrister, third 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months: — 

Layapon, Bry. Gitnert Henry, Oving, Sussex, and Wintram ConpeNn 
RuoapeEs, Chichester, Esq. £32 15s. 5d. Consolidated £3 per Cent. 
Annuities - Claimed by W. C- Rhoades, the survivor. 

MippirTon, Rev. Jonn Cr a NT, Greenford Magna, Middlesex, and 
the Rev. George Duxpas, Shrewsbury. £1,799 5s. 6d., £3 per Cent. 
Annuities—Claimed by said J.C, Middleton, and G. Dundas, 


LONDON GAZETTES. 
Hriendly Socteties MDtssolbed. 


Farpay, Jan. 6, 1865, 
Benevolent Friendly Society, Black Swan Inn, Thorton-le-Moors. 
Dec 30. 





Turspay, Jan, 10, 1865, 
Childrey Friendly Society, Hatchet Inn, Childrey, Chester. Jan 6. 
United Cutters’ Friendly Society, Green Man, St Martin’s-lane, Jan 6. 


Creditors under Estates tn Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frrpay, Jan, 6, 1865. 
Banks, Richd, Kingswinford, Stafford, Coal Master. 
v Cartwright, M.R. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Wirt. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Jan. 6, 1865. 

Bassington, Jas, Reigate, Surrey, Gent. Feb 27. 
Cirens-pl, Finsbury- cirens, 

Comfort, Sarah, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. 
Barnard’s- -inn, Holborn. 

Coultas, Robt, Middleton, York. Jan 13. 

Gardner, Jas, Edingburgh, Esq. March 2. 

Graham, Sophia, Belgrave- house, ‘Turnham-green, Spinster. 
Steavenson, King’s Arms-yard. 

Haigh, Thos, Royd’s Hall, Huddersfield, Gent. 
Learoyd, Huddersfield. 

Hawkins, Chas, Alton, Dorset, Gent. 
Dorchester. 

Hills, Harriotte, Henley-on-Thames, Oxford, 
Smith & Son, Barnard’s-inn. 

Hindle, Geo, Over Darwen, Innkeeper. Jan 23. 

Stubbs, Geo, Burston Hall, Stone, Stafford, Gent. 
Saben, Stone. 

Whately, John, St. Helen’s-pl, Bishopsgate-st, Merchant. 
Simpson & ¢ ‘allingfor d, Gracechurel-st 

Winch, Julict, Shepperton, Middx, Spinster. 
James, § Suffolk-st, Pall Mall. 


Turspay, Jan. 10, 1865. 
Davis, John Ford, Bath, M.D. March 25. Gill & Bush, Bath. 
Davis, Louisa, bath, Widow. Mareh t. Gill & Bush, Bath 
Gle ndenning, John Bayly, Exeter,Gent. April 10 
Harwovd, Chas, New Charlton, Kent, Gent. March 25. 
lane. 


Jan 23, Banks 


Digby & Sharp, 

March 1, Smith & Son, 

Watson, Pickering. 
Jewitt, Coleman-st. 

Feb 10. 

March 1. Floyd & 

March 1. Andrews & Cockeram, 


Spinster. March 1. 


Feb 20. Taylor & 
March 1. 


Feb 20. Garrard & 





n 
~Plews, Mark- 


Hedley, Arthur, Druridge, Northumberland, M.D, Feb 16. Wood- 
man, Morpeth. 
Hughes, at: Leamington Priors, Warwick, Coal Merchant. Mareh 


7. A.& J.B. Haymes, Leamington, 

Joyce. John, Bedford. Feb 14. Pearse, Bedford. 

Liewellin, Wm, Glanwern, Monmonth, Civil Engineer, 
White & Sons, Bedford-row. 

Nowell, Percival, Southampton-st. Camberwell, Grease Manufacturer. 
April l. Blakeley & Beswick, Nicholas-lane. 

Sheldon, John, Wetton, Stafford, Yeoman. March 25. 
Co, Leek. 

Sinctair, Catherine Moncrieffe, 
Mossop, Ironmonger-lane. 


March 7. 


Challinor & 


Margate, Kent, Widow. Feb Id. 
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| Parker, Chas, Huddersfield, York, Grocer. 
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Stafford, Geo 5 Wildbore, Bishop Stortford, “Hertford, Innkeeper. March 
1. Baker, Bishop Stortford. 

Thompson, Harrison Jas, Folkestone, Kent, Gent. Feb 22. Wight- 
wick, Folkestone. 


Assigunents for Benefit of Creditors. 
Frinay, Jan. 6, 1865, 
Rochester, Kent, Builder. Dee 23, Harrison & 


Agents for Lewis and Marsh, Rochester. 
Jan 2, Clarke & Co, Coleman- 


Parker & Co, 


Jennings, Stephen, 
Lewis, Old Jewry, 
Lang, Jas, New Lroad-st, Merchant. 
street. 
Towlson, John, Nottingham, Cotton Doubler. 
St Paul's churchyard, 
Turspay, Jan, 10, 1895, 
Emdin, Wm Hy, Aldersgate-st, Dealer in Photographic Goods. 
22, Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 
Lang, Jas, New Broad :st, Merchant. Jan 2. Clarke & Co, Cole- 
man-st. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Fripay, Jan. 6, 1865. 

Allan, John Chas, Wick-lane, Bow, Paper Stainer. 
Reg Jan 5. 

Bainbridge, Wm Rawling, Chester, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Dec 
10. Conv. Reg Jan 5. 

Barrett, Wm Hy, St George’s-ter, Kensington, Gent. Dec30. Comp. 
Reg Jan 4. 


Dee 29. 


Dec 


Dec 21. Comp. 


Brown, Richd, Preston, Lancaster, Builder, Dec 12. Conv. Reg 
Jan 6. 

Buckler, John, & on Wills, Leicester, Shoe Manufacturers. Tec &. 
Asst. Reg Jan 

———, Robt, Muntingfield, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 22. Asst. Reg 


oan Jas, Nottingham, Cotton Waste Manufacturer, Dec 23. Comp. 
Reg Jan 6. 

Colber t, John, & Alex Colbert, Hey, Lancaster, Farmers, Dec 12. 
Conv. Reg Jan 3. 

Conway, Isabella, Southport, Lancaster, Brush Dealer. Dec 9. Conv. 
Reg Jan 6. 


Cooper, Everitt, Bolton, Lancaster, Greengrocer. Dec 15, Cony. 
Reg Jan 3. 

Pre — ay David, West Ham, Essex, Builder. Dec 17, Comp. Reg 
Jan 4, 


Cropper, J as Clough, Nottingham, Lace Mannfacturer. Dec 12. Conv. 
teg Jan 4, 
Davis, Wm, Bedminster, Bristol, Smith. 


Dee 10. Conv. Reg Jan 6. 


Dixon, John, Leeds, Wool Merchant. Dec 9, Inspectorship. Reg 
Jan 5. 
Fearn, Wm, Leeds, Pail Manufacturer. Dec 12. Conv. Reg Jan 4. 


Gandell, Edwd, jun, Paradise-st, Lambeth, Yeast Contractor. Jan 4. 
Comp. Reg Jan 


6. 
Griffin, Geo, Palfry, nr Walsall, Stafford, Publican’s Assistant. 


Dec 

23. Comp. teg Jan 6 

Harrison, Join, Horwich, nr Bolton, Lancaster, Beerseller. Dec 28, 
Conv. Reg Jan 5. 

Head, Thos, Limpsfield, Surrey, Shopkeeper. Dec 22. Conv. Reg 
Jan 4 

Howard, Geo, Manch, Chemist. Dec 8. Conv. Reg Jan 3. 

Howarth, Wm, Preston, Lancaster, Joiner. Dec 10. Comp. Reg 


Jan 4, 

Kerl, Jas, Bridgwater, Somerset, Grocer. 

Kershaw, Saml, Oldham, Lancaster, Waste Dealer. 
Reg Dec 31. 

King, John, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Dec 9. Asst. 
Jan 5. 

Leroy. Gustave, Lpool, Wine Merchant, 


Dec 20. Conv. Reg Jan 4. 
Dec 5. Cony. 


Reg 


Dec 28 Comp. Reg Jan 6, 


ers sriigty & John Duncan, Lpool, Shipwrights, Dec 7. Inspec- 
torship. Reg Jan4 

Mellor, Geo, Leek, Staiford, Silk Manufacturer. Dee 13. Comp. Reg 
Jan 4. 

Mettam, Robt, Princes-st, Soho, Glass Merchant. Jan 2. Inspector- 
ship. Reg Jan 4. : 

Murdoch, Wm Buchan, St Mary-at-hill, Merchant. Dee 15. Cony. 


Reg Jan 6. 

Murgatroyd, Jas, & Jas Robinsoul, Shipley, nr Bradford, York, Dyers. 
Dec 9. Asst. Reg Jan 4, 

Oelrichs, Gustave Albert, & Wm Hy Lewis Oelrichs, Lpool, Merchants. 
Dec 13. Inspectorship. Reg Jan 6, 

Oxley, Geo Prevost, Lpool, Lancaster, Merchant. Dee 8, Comp. 


Jan’ 4, 
Reg Jan 4. 


Reg 


Dec 8. Comp, 


Pauls. Uvo, Middlesborough, York, Merchant. Dee 8 Conv. Reg 
Jan 3. 
oe. Garnvach Nautyglo, Monmouth, Grocer. Dee 7. Conv. 


Reg Jan 4 

Phillips, Jas, Russell-st, Mile-end-gate, Printer. 
Jan 6 

Pinder, “Jas, Cleckheaton, York, Sewing Machine Maker. 
Comp. Reg Jan 5. 

Powell, Fredk, & Alfred Lomas Powell, Mincing Jane, Merchants, Dec 
19. Comp. Reg Jan 6 

Rattenbury, John Owen, Leeds, Cloth Merchant 

teg Jan 4, 

Riley Sega —— gton, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. 
Comp. Reg Jan é 

Riley, Wm, cabaare: ‘ter, Surrey, Builder. Nov 28. 

Robertson, Geo Sinclair, I po iol, Broker. Dee 17. 


Dee 30. Comp. Reg 
Dec 14, 
Dec 14. Conv. 
Dee 27. 


Reg Jan 6. 
Reg Jan 6. 


Comp. 
Comp. 


Ruther: ~— Walter Robt, Oxford st, Job Master, Dee 19. Arr. Reg 
Jan . 
Simmonds, Jas, Holland-st, Clapham-rd, Plumber, Dee 3!. Comp, 


Reg Jan 4 
Smith, Chas, Worcester, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
Reg Jan 6, 
Spencer, Chas, & Wm Hall, Northampton, Curriers. 
Reg Jan 6, 
Stacey, Chas, Neath, Glamorgan, Grocer, Dee 15. 


Dec 13. Cony. 
Dec 10. Cony. 


Cony. Reg Jan 4. 
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Taylor, Hy, Bem. Lancaster, Silk and Worsted Dyer. Dec 10. 


omp. Reg Jan 


g 
= John, Nottingham, Cotton Doubler. Dec 29. Comp. Reg 


Dec 30. Conv. Reg 


Webb, ‘Richa Jas, Cadogan-pl, Chelsea, Gent. 
Jan 4. 


White, Joseph, Romford, Essex, Builder. Dec 13. Conv. Reg Jan 4. 


Whitefoot, ~ iin -row, Islington, Furniture Dealer, Dec 21. 
Comp. 

W hittinghame Joun andell, Newbury, Berks, Draper. Dec8. Conv. 
Reg Jan 4 

Wilhelms, Krozniski, Poultry, Tailor. Jan5, Arr. Rog Jané6, 

Witt, hy gg Lubson, West- st, Hackney, Tailor. Dee 31. Com». Roe 
Jan 

TvueEspay, Jan. 10, 1865. 

Banfield, John Lewis, Northampton, Grocer. Dec 31. Conv. Reg 
Jan 6. 

Barrs, Thos, Lichfield, Stafford, Maltster. Dec 31. Asst. Reg Jan 7. 


Booth, Jas Bowker, Manch, Boot Manufacturer. Deci2. Comp. Reg 


Jan 7. 
Burbidge, John, Rugby, Warwick, Draper. Dec 13. Comp. Reg 
Jan 7. 


paneweth, Wm Hy, Manch, Tea Dealer. Dec 12. Conv. Reg Jan 7. 

Carver, Thos, & Thos Gilbert Carver, Nottingham, Hosiers. Dee 
12. Conv. Reg Jan 6. 

Cooper, Wm, Nottingham, Musician. Dec 17. 


Conv. Reg Jan 9. 


Doherty, Alex, Manch, Artificial Flower Maker. Dec 13. Conv. Reg 
an 7. 
Ellison, Jas, Livesey, Lancaster, Corn Miller. Dec 31. Comp. Reg 
an 9. 
Fordred, John, Blackheath, Kent, Seed Crusher. Dee 29. Comp. 
Reg Jan 10. 
Hart, Isaac, Lucan-pl, Hoxton, Marine Store Dealer. Jan 5. Comp. 


Reg Jan 10. 
Johnson, Geo Hilditch, Essex-st, Strand, Clerk in a Government 
ffice. Jan9. Arr. Reg Jan 10 
Felkin, Wm, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer, Dec 19. Cony. Reg 
an 7, 
Ford, Wm, Fownhope, Hereford, Builder. Dec 14. Comp. Reg Jan 7. 
Freelove, Francis John, Gt Barfield, Essex, Grocer. Dee 29. Comp. 
Reg Jan 9. 
Gander, Wm, Ash-grove, Hackney, Builder. Dee 12. 


Comp. Reg 


Groszfeld, Philip, Church-rd, Islington, Dressmaker. Jan 7, Comp. 
. 


Hancock, Geo, Black-hill, Durham, Joiner. Dec 19. Cony. Reg 


Hlazledine, Joseph Hy, Old Swinford, Worcester, General Dealer. 
Dec 9. Asst. Reg Jan 6 


Herdman, Edwd, Ardw ick, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Dec 13. Comp. 
Reg Jan 9. 
ag Wm Hy, Ipswich, Suffolk, Corn Merchant. Jan 5. Comp. 


Reg Jar 
Lee, Thy, ‘South Shield, Durham, Shipbuilder. Dec 30. 
Jar 


Dec 20. 


Conv. Reg 
oO 


17. 
ry Robt, Gate Fulford, York, Innkeeper. 

Jan 9 
Lowenthal, Julius, Little Tower-st, Provision Merchant. 

Comp. Reg Jan 9. 
MacConchie, Andrew, Stoke-next-Guildford, Surrey, Draper. 


Cony, Reg 
Dec 12. 


Dec 12. 


Conv. Reg Jan 9. 

Morris, Thos, Bolton, Lancaster, Soap Manufacturer. Dee 14, Cony. 

Reg Jan 9. 

Neale, Thos Rhodes, Lpool, Comm Agent. Dee 16. Inspectorship. 
Reg Jan 6, 

Palmer, Robt, Neath, Glamorgan, Furniture Dealer. Dee 20. Cony. 
Reg Jan 7. 

Parkin, John, Greasbrough, York, Farmer, Dee 12. Conv, Reg 
Jan 7. 

Parkinson, Thos, Clitheroe, Lancaster, Brick Manufacturer. Dee 10. 
Conv. Reg Jan7 

Parrish, Thos, Holbeach, Lincoln, Tailor. Dec 12. Asst. Reg Jan 7. 


Partridge, Chas, East Dereham, Norfolk, 
Asst. Reg Jan 9. 

Pickering, John Alex, Weybridge, Surrey, Professor of Music. Dec 
14. Comp. Reg Jan 9 

ligou, John Duff, Gloncester- ter, Kensington, Clerk in the Admiralty. 


Railway Guard. Dee 13. 


Dec 24. Arr. Reg Jan 7. 

Pound, Wm, Cooper’s-row, Wine Merchant. Jan 9. Comp. Reg 
Jan 9. 

Rendell, Robt, Watling-st, Warehouseman. Dec 20. Comp. Reg 


Jan 10, 
Riley, Wm Hy, Bilston, Stafford, Rope Dealer. 
an 


Dec 12. Asst. Reg 


Salmon, Thos Hy, Birm, Manufacturing Chemist. Dee 13. Conv. 
Reg Jan 9. 
Selden, Jas. Hammersmith, Ironmonger. Dec3l. Arr. Reg Jan 10. 


Shaw, Edwd, Hyde, Chester, Grocer. Dee 13. Comp. 

Shrubsole, Stephen, Canterbury, Kent, Contractor. 
Reg Jan 7. 

Smith, Jas, Morley. York, Shopkeeper. Dec 21. Conv. 

Stanley . John Martin, & Jebex Stanley, lronfounders. 


Reg Jan 9. 
Dec 10. Cony. 


Neg Jan 6, 
Dee 10. Conv. 


teg ‘Jan7 
Stevens, Thos Roberts, Liverpool-st, Walworth, Builder. Dee 13. 
Comp. Reg Jan 10. 
Thompson, Chas, Manch, Cotton Spinner. Dec 27. Comp. Reg Jan9 
Trigge, Jas, High-st, Deptford, Boot Maker. Dec 9. Comp. Reg 
Turner, Geo, Portsea, Hants, Tailor. Dee 30. Conv. Reg Jan 9. 


Williams, Win Jas, Queen-sq, Westminster, Tailor, Jan. 4. 


Comp. 
Reg Jan 9. 
Banks upts 
Faipay, Jan. 6, 1865, 
To Surrender in London. 
Aarons, Julius, New-1, Whitechapei rd, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer, 
Pet Dec 30. Jan 25 ati2. Lewis, Raymond buildings. 
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Barnett, Hy am, Connon ab a St George’s East, Dealer in Cloth 
Goods. Pet Jan 3. Jan 25 at 1. Solomon, Finsbury pl. 

Bazley, Jas, James-st, Oxford-st, Eating-house Keeper. Adj Dec 17. 
Jan 18 at 2. 

Bond, Joseph Hy, Cambridge-villa, Camden-town, of no profession. 
Pet Jan 3. Jan l7at2. Lewis, Gt Marlborough-st. 

Brand, Joseph, Saffron Ww. aldon, Essex, C ordwainer. Pet Dec 31. 
25 atl. Field & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Callow, Fras, sen, Hoxton Old-town, Cabinet Maker. Pet Jan3. Jan 
17 at 1. Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Corder, Micah, Shad Thames, Lighterman. Pet Jan 5. Jan 23 at 1. 
Kearsey, Bucklersbur y: 

Grayling, Edwd Know, Calet-pl, Commercial-rd East, Pastry Cook. 
Pet Dee 31. Jan 25 at 12. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Humble, John, Blackman-st, Borough, Milliner. Pet Jan 3. Jan 23 at 
12, Moore, Mark- lane. 

Jackson, Wm, Forest-gate, Essex, Clerk in General Post Office. Pet 
Jan 4. Jan 23at 12. Preston & Dorman, Gresham-st. 

Leach, Geo, Frimley, Surrey, Innkeeper. Fet Jan 2, Jan 17 at 2. 
Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Mace, Chas, Fakenham, Norfolk, Draper. 
Drake, East Dereham. 

McKinnell, John, Brunswick sq, Ventilating Engineer. 
Jan 23 at 11. Dean & Eley, New Brond-st. 

Miller, Thos, Claude-villas, Camberwell, Commercial Traveller. 
Dec 28. Jan 23 at2. Pennett, Mark- lane. 

Mullis, John, Litt\e Guildford--st, Surrey, Marble Mason. Pet Jan 4. 
Jan 17 at 2. Cooper, Linculn’s-inn-fields, 

Nathan, John, & Louis John Nathan, Houndsditch, Wholesale 
Clothiers. Pet Jan 2. Jan 23 at 11. Solomons, Finsbury-pl, Finsbury. 

Pearson, Chas, Banbury, Oxford, Hair Dresser. Pet Jan 3. Jan 25 at 
1. Lewis, Ely-pl. 

Sibbett, Wm. Rochester, Kent, Painter. Pet Jan 3. 
Prall & Nickinson, Chancery- lane. 

Sterner, Julius, Catherine-ct, Tower-hill, Wine Merchant. Pet Dec 29. 
Jan 19 at ll. Preston & Lee, Water- lane, Gt Tower-st. 

Tuff, Hy, Walmer, nr Deal, Kent, Agent to a Contractor. Pet Dec 22. 
Jan 23 at 12. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Whitehead, John, Westleton, Suffolk, Miller. Pet Jan 8. Jan 19 at 11. 
Moseley, Framlingham. 

Williams, Wm. Little Shelford, Cambridge, Builder. 
23 at ll. Sharpe & Parker, Bedford-rov7. 
Willis, Fredk Thos, Watling-st. Pet Dec 21. 

Bucklersbury. 








Jan 


Pet Dec 26. Jan 19 atll. 
Pet Jan 2. 
Pet 


Jan 25 at I. 


Pet Jan3. Jan 


Jan 17 at 2. Michael, 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Ambler, Wm, Manch, Attorney-at-Law. Pet Dec 29 (for pau). 
Manch, Jan 19 at 9.30. Swan, Manch. 

Andrews, Wm Muckley, Leswell, Worcester, Market Gardener. Pet 
Jan 4, Kidderminster, Jan 25 at 11. Corbet, Kidderminster. 

Bailey, Wm, Coalville, Leicester, Innkeeper. Pet Dec 16. Ashby-de- 
la-Zouch, Jan 17 at 11. Dewes, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 

Barrett, Geo, Weymouth, Dorset, Plumber. Pet Jan 5. 
18 at 12. Hirtzel, Exeter. 

Baynes, Peter, Luton, Bedford, Straw Plait Dyer. Pet Jan 4. 

Jan l6at 4. Annesley, St Alban’s. 

Beddows, John Thos, Woiverhampton, Butcher. Pet Dec 20. Wol- 
verhampton, Jan 19 at 12. Bartlett, Wolverhampton. 

Birchwood, Thos, Lpool, Broker. Pet Jan 4. Lpool, Jan 18 at Il. 
Stone & Bartley, Lpool. 

Blenkhorn, Mary Jane, Sarah Anne Blenkhorn, & Eleanora Martha 
Blenkhorn, C ‘aythor pe, Lincoln, Ladies’ Boarding-school Keepers. 
Pet Dec 31. Newark, Jan 14 at 10. Bean, Biston. 

soughey, Thos, Wellington, Salop, Turnery Foreman. Pet Jan 4, 
Wellington, Jan 20 at 10. Taylor, Wellington. 

Bubb, Wm, Southsea, Hants, Builder. Pet Jan 2. 
l7atll. White, Portsea. 

Buckets, Wim, Oxford, Plasterer. Adj Nov 21. 

Burgess, Wm, Thornley Colliery, Durham, cut of business. Pet 
2. Durham, Jan 18 at #2. Marshall, Durham 

Cawthray, Wm, Yeadon, York, Tailor. Pet Dee 31. 
12 30. Harle, Leeds. 

Clapham, Wm, Otley, York, 
12.30. Newstead, Otley. 

Collyer, David, no fixed residence, Assistant to a Draper. 
Luton, Jan 16 at 4. Shepherd, Luton? 

Draycott, Wm, Alton, Stafford, Farmer. 
Wat2. Adderley, Longton. 

Eames, Thos Beckett, Lower Upham, Southampton, out of business. 
Pet Jan 2, Winchester, Jan 19 at 10. Bailey, Winchester. 

Edmondson, Edwd, & Alfred Edmondson, Halifax, York, Worsted 
Spinners. Pet Dec 28. Leeds, Jan l6at 11. Cariss & Tempest, 
Leeds. 

Edmundson, Allen, 
Cotton Mannfacturers. 
& Son, Manch. 

Evans, Evan, sen. & Evan Evans, jun, Llanbrynmair, Montgomery, 
Builders. Pet Jan 3. Lpool, Jan 20 at11!. Goldrick, Lpool. 

Hacon, Frances Anna, Prisoner for Debt, Bedford. Adj Dec 22. 
Norwich, Jan 23 at 11. Tillett, Norwich. 

Hardaker, Francis, Rawden, nr Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet Dec 
31. Otley, Jan 16 at :2.30. Harle, Leeds. 
Holgate, Wm Ansell, Jersey, out of business. 

Jan 25 at 12. Spurr, Hull 

Jackson, John, Prisoner for Debt, Taunton. Adj Nov 14. 

Wat il. 


Exeter, Jan 


Luton, 


Portsmouth, Jan 


Oxford, Jan 18 at 12. 

Jan 
Otley, Jan 16 at 
Farmer. Pet Dee 31. Otley, Jan 16 at 
Yet Jan 4. 


Pet Dec 30. Cheadle, Jan 


& John Wigglesworth, Burnley, Lancaster, 
Pet bec 21. Manch, Jan 16 at 11. Rowley 


Pet Dec 31. Leeds, 


Bath, Jan 


Lakeman, Wm, Devonport, Devon, Dairyman. Pet Dec 31. East 
Stonehouse. Jan 18 at ll. Beer & Rundle, Devonport. 
Lloyd, Edwd, Hulme, Manch, Provision Dealer. Pet Jan 4. Manch, 


Jan }7atll. Barlow, Manch. 
Lord, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, York. 
16 at il. 
Lycett, Arthur Chas, 
Leeds, Jan 23 at 11. 


Adj Aug 19, 1862. Leeds, Jan 


Scarborough, York, Linendraper. Tet Dec 4. 


Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 


Martin, Wm, Manch, Fustian Cutter. Pet Jan4. Mach, Jan 19 at 
9.39. Homer, Manch. 
Nelson, Thos, Steeple Aston, Oxford, General Dealer. Adj Dec 16. 


Woodstock, Jau 18 at 12.39. Hawkins, Woodstock. 
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Nicholson, Jonathan, St rom Caniaend Grocer. Pet Jan 3, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jan 18 at 12. Musgrave, Whitehaven. 

Nisbett, David, Brighton, Sussex, Tailor. Pet Dec 31. Brighton, 
Jan 18 atl. Mills, Brighton. 

Page, Wm, Lewes, Sussex, Bookseller. Pet Jan 3. Lewes, Jan 18 at 
10. Langham, Uckfield. 

Pryce, Edwd, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Shopman. Pet Jan 4, Birken- 

ead, Jan 19at 12. Moore, Birkenhead. 

Rayner, John, Wakefield, York, Butcher. Pet Dec 31, Wakefield, 
Jan 19 atll. Gill, Wakefield. 

Rivers, Geo, Crookham, Hants, out of business. Pet Jan 2. Farn- 
ham, Jan 20 at 3. White, Guildford. 

Robinson, Joseph, Rusholme, nr Manch, Mason. Pet Jan 4, Manch, 
Jan 19 at 9.30. Eltoft, Manch. 

Shaw, John, jun, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manch, Painter. Pet Jan 
4. Manch, Jan 19 at 9.30, Boote, Manch. 

Smith, Wm, Guiseley, York, Servant. Pet Dec 31. Otley, Jan 16 at 
12.30, Siddall, Otley 

Suffolk, Thos, Lichfield, Butcher. Pet Jan 2. 
Wilson, Lichfield. 

Tee, Ezra, Wath-upon-Dearne, York, Grocer. Pet Jan 4, 
Jan 23at3. Hirst, Rotherham. 

Turnbull, Aaron, Spennymoor, Durham, Innkeeper. Pet Jan3. Auck- 
land, Jan 23 at 10. Thornton, B ishop Auckland. 

Turner, John, Plymouth, Devon, Butcher. Pet Dec 31. East Stone- 
house, Jan 18 at 1!. Beer & Rundle, Devonport, 

Turner, Thos Jas, & Geo Turner, Stalbridge, Dorset, Butchers. Pet 
Dec 30. Exeter, Jan 19 at ll. Clarke, Exeter. 

Wakeman, Harriett, Tonbridge Wells, Kent, out of business. Adj Dee 
21. Tonbridge Wells, Jan i@at 3, Halse & Co, Tonbridge Wells. 
Ward, John, Cottenham, Cambridge, Butcher Pet Jan4, Cambridge, 

Jan l7at 12. Whitehead & French, Cambridge. 

Wardle, Thos, Burslem, Stafford, Ironmonger. Pet Jan 4. Birm, Jan 
20 at.12. Smith, Birm. 

Wheeler, Richd, Cowley, Oxford, Dairyman, Pet Dec 31. Oxford, Jan 
18 at 12. Mills, Bicester. 4 

Tuespay, Jan. 10, 1865, 
To Surrender in London. 

Aldworth, Wm, South Hinksey, Berks, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 
6. Jan24atl!. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Anthony, Thos, Aldershot, Southampton, Grocer. Pet Jan4. Jan 24 
at ll. Shiers, New-inn, Strand. 

Arkill, John, Old Fish-st, Doctor’s-commons, Greengrocer. Pet Jan 6. 
Jan 25 at ll. Steadman, Gt Leonard-st, Finsbury. 

Balls, Frank, Carlisle-st, Soho, out of business, Pet Jan 7. Jan 24 at 
12. Hill, Basinghall-st. 
Batten, Anthony, Kintbury, 
Jmpson, Moorgate st 
Bradley. Thos Wim. Fenchurch-st, Merchant. Pet Jan 6. Jan 24 at 

12, Wilkinson & Co, Nicholas-lane. 

Clarke, Justinian Barrell Norwich, Wharfinger. Pet Dec 16. Jan 25 
at12 Miller & Co, Norwich, 

Cook, Thos, Old Kent rd, Engineer. Pet Jan5. Jan 25 atl. George 
& Co, Sise-lane. 

Delamotte. Caroline, seaufort-buildings, Strand, Widow, Lodging- 
house Keeper. Pet Jan 5. Jan 29 at 2. Stocken, Leadenhall. 
strect. 

Devon, Wm Jas, Homerton, no profession, Pet Jan 5. Jan 23 at 12. 
Spicer, Staple-inn. 

Euripidi, Geo, Surrey-st, Strand, Merchant. Pet Jan 6. Jan 23 at J. 
Nicholson, Lime-st. 

Everett. Binyoun Geo, Grosvenor-park North, Camberwell. Ware- 
houseman’s Clerk, Tct Jan 6, Jan 24 at 12. Wyatt, King’s-rd, 
Bedford-row , 

Fearn, Wm F redk, Bonner’s-rd, Victoria-pk. Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Jan7. Jan 25 atl. Tripp, Dane’s-inn, Strand. 

Flint, Wm, Windham-mews, Bryanstone-sq, Cab Driver, Pet Jan 6. 
Jan 23 at 1. Boydell, Queen’ 

Gottel, Richd, New Broad-st-ct, Mere thant. Pet Dec 30, Jan 25 at 2, 
Van Sandau & Co, King-st. 

Gunthorpe, Geo, Skinner-s t, Bishopsgate, Police Constable, Pet Jan 
6. Jan 23 at 2 3, Marshall, Hatton- garden. 

Hay, Harvey Philip, Chureh-way, Euston-sq, Solicitor’s Clerk. Tet 
Jan6 Febtatil. Allen, Chancery-lane 

Long, Alfred, Parkfield st, Islington, Sub-Bailiff. Pet Jan6. Feb 1 
at ll. *Layton, jun, Church-row, Islington. 

Norris, Benj, Lawson-st, Borough, bricklayer. PetJan 5. Jan 23 at 
12. Wyatt, Gt Carter-lane. 

Palmer. Robt. Wm, Botesdale, Suffolk, Grocer. Pet Jan6. Jan 24 at 
ll. Fillett & Son, Norwich 

Pierpoint, Joseph. St. Jude-st, Bethnal-Green, Beershop Keeper. Pet 
Jan 7 Jan 2)at li. Brutton. Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Smith, Fredk Warwick, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan6. Jan 
2tat12. Nicholson, Lime-st. 

Wigelsworth, Wm Brady, Walham-green, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Dec 30. Jan25at 12. Tanqueray & Co , New broad-st. 

Woodhams, Dan! Thos, Frederick’s-crescent, Camberwell New-rd, 
Attorney. PetJan2. Jan25at2. Matthews & Co., Leadenhall-st. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Arinitage, Geo Gregory, Luton, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 6. 
Luton, Jan 23 at 4, Shep herd, Luton. ‘ 

Arrowsmith, Jas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Nail Maker, Pet Jan 9, 
Kingston-upon-Hull, Jan 23 at 12. Summers, Hull. 

Bowden, Jas, jun, Kingston-upon-Hull, Merchant's Clerk. 
Kingston- upon-Hull, Jan 23atll. Eaton & Beilby, Huil. 

Byrns, John, & Thos Wm Barnes, Hampstead, Gloucester, Ship 
Builders. Pet Dee 30. Bristol, Jan20at 11. Wilkes, Gloucester. 

Coulson, John, Leeds, Comm Agent. Pet Jan 6. Leeds, Jan 27 at 12, 
Simpson, Leeds. 

Cradock, Wm, Northampton, Auctioneer. Pet Jan 7. Northampton, 
Jan 28 at 10. Sheild & White, Northampton. 

Crossland, Parson, DewsVury, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Pet Jan 

° 5. Leeds, ~ 23 at Mn Paws & Barwick, Leeds. 
rossley, Geo Fredk e, Lancaster, Silk Dyer. Adj Dec 16. 
Manch, Jan 21 at 9.30, ' oe 


Lichfield, Jan 16 at 10. 


Rotherham, 


3erks, Farmer. Pet Jan 7. Jan 25 at 11. 












Pet Jan 6, 


eee 








Culwiek, pom W ie, Wolver nite: Stafford, Baker. Pet Jan 5 
Wolverhampton, Jan 19 at 12. Turner, W olverhampton. 
Davies, Mary, Stainton, Pembroke, Widow, Grocer. Pet Jan 5. 
Haverfordwest, Jan 28 at 12. James, Hav erfordwest. 
Deacon, Wm, Windhill, Calverley, York, Flannel Manufacturer. Pet 
Jan 5. Leeds, Jan 23 at 11. Simpson, Leeds. 
Diggle, Saml, Loughborough, Leicester, Trimmer. Pet Jan 6, Lough- 
borough, Jan 21 at ll, ‘Goode, Loughborough. 
Duckhouse, Chas, Wolverhampton, Journeyman Butcher. Pet Jan 6. 
Wolverhampton, Jan 19 at 12. Bartlett, Wolverhampton. 
Foster, Joshua, Horbury, York, Yarn Spinner. Pet Jan 6. Leeds, 
Jan 23 at 11. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 
Harris, Thos Frost, Harberton, Devon, Thatcher. Pet Jan 6. Jan 28 
at 12, Kellock, Totnes. 
Henley, John Cordner, Torquay, Devon, Carpenter, Pet Jan9. Exeter, 
Jan 20 at 11. Campion, Exeter. 
Hill, Wm, Sheffield, Chandelier Maker. Pet Jan 5. Sheffield, Jan 26 
at 12. Turner, Sheffield, 
Jackson, Geo, Lpool, File Maker. Pet Jan 4, Lpool, Jan 20 at 3. 
Blackhurst, Lypool. 
Langdon, Jas, Lanivet. Pet Jan 6. Bodmin, Jan 21 at 11. Wallis, 
Bodmin. 
Marsh, Geo, Sheephouse, nr Pennistone, York, out of business. Pet 
Jan 4. Barnsley, Jan 27 at 2. Hamer, Barnsley 
Mortimer, Frank, Mark, Somerset, Draper. Pet Dec 31, Bristol, Jan 
20 at 11. Press & Inskip, Bristol. 
Palmer, Saml, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford. Pet Jan 5, New- 
cast!e-under-Lyme, Jan 28 at ll. Litchfield. 
Rhead, Richd, Audley, Stafford, Beerseller, Pet Jan 6. Newcastle- 
under-Lyme, Jan 28 at 11. Salt. 
Rickards, Fredk, Tongham, Surrey. Coal Merchant, Pet Jan 5. 
Farnham, Jan 20 at 3. White, Guildford. 
Russell,John, Bristol, Coach Builder. Pet Jan 5, Bristol, Jan 27 at 12. 
Paterson. 
Salisbury, John, Derby, Turnkey Derby County Gaol. Pet Jan 4, 
Derby, Jan 26 at 12. Smith, Derby. 
Simpson, Thos, Sheffield, Butcher. Pet Jan 5. Sheffield, Jan 26 at 1. 
Micklethwaite, Sheffield, 
Spooner, Chas, Wolverhampton, Plumber. Pet Jan 5. Wolverhamp- 
ton, Jan 19 at 12. Walker, Wolverhampton, 
Stone, tobt, Lpool, Joiner. Pet Dec 28, Lpool, Jan 20 at tl. Tyrer, 
ool. 
Thomas, Geo Wm, Cardiff,Glamorgan, Accountant. Pet Jan3. Car- 
diff, Jan 20 at ll. Reece, Carditf. 
Thomas, Morgan, Ystradowen, nr Cowbridge, Glamorgan, Journey- 
man Carpenter. Adj Dec 27. Cardiff, Jan 23 at 12, Raby, Cardiff. 
Walker, Lawrence, Leeds, Cloth Merchant. Pet Jan 5. Leeds, Jan 
23 at li. North & Sons, Leeds. 
Williams, Wm, Llanyffin, Montgomery, Grocer. Pet Jan 5. Lpool, 
Jan 26 at 11. Evans & Co., Lpool. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Jan, 6, 1865, 
Jackson, Geo, Lpool, File Maker. Jan 3. 
Lowe, John, Manch, Grocer. Jan 3. 
W ells, Fras Ross, Brighton, vinitisaiteccege Dee 17. 








ROOKS & SCHALLER (removed from "Piccadilly, 
—The INDEX, printed MONTHLY (tirst published in 1320), of 
ESTATES, Country and Town Houses, Manors, Hunting Quarters, Shoot- 
ings and Fishings, Farms, &c., to be LET or SOLD, can be had (free) at 
their Offices, 25, Charles-street, St. James’s, S.W., opposite the Junior 
United Service Clnb, Particulars inserted without charge, bat for next 
= ication must be fewarded before = 2 2Wth of each — 









Fo SOLICITOR S, &e.. is "requiring » DEED B OXES, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house. Lists 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post free. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, op posite Somerset House. 
Established nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 seut carriage free. 


XLACK’ S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
kJ TLOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 8s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. Gd., with standards, superior 
Drawing-room ditto, l4s. 6a, to 50s.; Fire Tons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handle. to take off, 18s. setof six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen, Roasting Jacks, complete, 7%. Gd.  Tea-trays, 
6s. Gd. set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s, 6d. ; Coal Senttles, 2s, 6d, A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. sii ack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years. 
Ivory Table Knives, I4s., l6s., and 18s. per dozen, White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s, 9d. and 12s. 5 Black Horn ditto, Ss. and 10s, All war- 
ranted, 

As the liciits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &c. May be had gratis or post free. Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
—— for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 
per rail. 

* RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 

Opposite Somerset House. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 
to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King's. 
£a @ Zs. d. £anda £8. d 
Table Forks, per doz...... 110 Oandl 18 0 28 0 3.0 0 
Dessert ditto ..... eos | 0 Oand! 10 0 115 a 22a 
Table Spoons .......ee0.6 110 Oandl 18 0 2 8 0 3.0 9 
Dessert ditto » | 0 Oandl 10 . 115 0 22 0 
Tea Spoons .. cone O12 OandO 18 13 6 110 6 
Every Article for the Table asin Silver, A fale Tea Spoon for- 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps, 
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THE CREDIT FONCIER AND MOBILIER OF ENGLAND (LIMITED) 


ARE 


PREPARED TO RECEIVE SUBSCRIPTIONS FOR THE CAPITAL OF THE 


CITY OF MILAN IMPROVEMENTS COMPANY 


(LIMITED). 


Incorporated under “ The Companies Act, 1862.” 
A concession, dated 28th July, 1864, granted by the Municipality of Milan, confers the grant of the fee-simple of about 


seven acres of land in the heart of the City, immediately surrounding the Cathedral, for the purpose of re-building the 
Piazza del Duomo, and connecting it with the Piazza della Scala. 


Share Capital, £600,000, in 20,000 Shares of £30 each. of which it is not proposed to call up 
more than £20 per Share- 
The Calls to be at intervals of not less than Three Months, and no Call to exceed £5 per Share. 
Further requirements are intended to be inet by the issue of Debentures, or by the sale or leasing of the buildings as 
ve-constructed, 

Provision is made in the estimates for the payment of Interest at the rate of £7 per Cent. per annum, on 15th Janua 
and 15th July, pending the sale or lease of the re-constructed buildings ; the first Half-year’s Interest will be paid 15t 
July, 1865. 





Deposit £1 PER SHARE ON APPLICATION, AND £4 FURTHER ON ALLOTMENT. 


Trustees. 
THE EARL OF WARWICK. | THE EARL SOMERS. 2 
EDWARD WARNER, Esq., M.P, 
Directors. 


THE RIGHT HON. JAMES STUART WORTLEY, Governor of the Credit Foncier and Mobilier of England. 

SIR JAMES P, LACAITA, K.C.M.G., Member of the Italian Parliament, Director of the Anglo-Italian Bank. 

J 7 ape oe Esq. (Messrs, Alexander Fletcher & Co.), London, Director of the Alliance Marine Insurance Company, and Provincial 
ank of Irelan}. 

FREDERICK J. H. HELBERT, Esq. (Messrs. Lane, Hankey & Co.), London. 

GEORGE E. SEYMOUR, Esq (Messrs. Seymour & Co.), 38, Throgmorton-street, London, Director of the Anglo-Austrian Bank, 

M, DIGBY WYATT, Esq., late Vice-President of the Institute ot British Architects. : 


Architect. 
SIGNOR GUISEPPE MENGONI, Consulting Architect to the City of Milan. 
Solicitors. 
Messis, PIRCHAM, DALRYMPLE, DRAKE, & Co., Parliament-strect, S.W. 
Bankers. 
Messrs. ROBARTS, LUBBOCK, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, London, The ANGLO-ITALIAN BANK, Milan, 
Brokers. 


Messrs. LAURENCE, SON, & PEARCE, 8, Angel-court, Throgmorton-street. Messrs, HITCHENS & HARRISON, 21, Threadneedle-street, E.C. 


Secretary (pro tem.). 
J.D. O'URIEN, Esq. 


Tewrorary Orricrs—-17 & 18, CORNHILN|. 


The right acquired by the City of Milan Improvements Company | the Municipality are enabled to devote the entire purchase-moncy paid 
(Limited) to the possession of the actual fee-simple of about seven acres to the Company to making the new streets and widening the old, and 
of land in the commercial centre of one of the principal cities of Europe, | ornamenting the fagades of the Company’s buildings, as mentioned in 
pre-eminently distinguishes this from all other undertakings hitherto — the concession. 
carried out upon the Continent by ieans of British capital. bo terms of the concession which the Company purchases may be 

Urder the Italian law of expropriation affecting property required | briefly stated as follows: ; ; y 
for works of public utility, these seven acres. with the buildings upon 1. The transfer to the Company in perpetuity, and free from all incum~ 
them, of which the Company will become absolutely possessed, were  brance, of 27,734 square metres of freehold land, equal to about 7 English 
purchased by the Municipality at an average price of 759 lire or francs  4cres, with the houses and buildings standing thereon, now let and occu- 
(£30) per square metre, or a total sum of £848,335. The price to be spe Sie codes centre of commerce in the city of Milan, and 

aid by the Concessionaires is fixed by the concession at £311,244, S most densely populated area. — P : ; 
. see lire (£12) per square metre , 24,140 square metres, and 2. The right of purchasing this land at the prices above specified, in 
150 lire. (£6) per square metre for 3,594 square metres. icaving a | Successive = her — ae = SSumne, eae pone 
difference of £537,000 in their favour, This sum of £537,000 will etres already paid for and transferre me ly; 16, 
result as a positive profit to the Company, less the purchase-money — eustetaenoun and the remaining 3,314 square 
for the concession—viz., £55,100 in cash, and £75,000 in paid-up shares es by the 20 ember, . F ~ 
The actual difference in favour «f the Company wil consequently be 3. The Company are to erect, in accordance with the Municipal plan, 
£407,000, plus the present value of the property beyond the price paid by | Warehouses, counting: houses, shops, and dwelling-houses, and such other 
the Municipality. buildings as the company may determine. _ : : 

Mr. Charles Barry, the eminent architect, of London, who was specially | | s : Soy i freee: nen <a. Mttlag, it. dealing with the free- 
deputed to enamine the plans, estimates, &c., on the spot, values this Me rads temas pt Mg renner yegghye o2-~ i a 
area, inthe accompanying report, at £40 (1,000 lire) per square metre, or 5. THE RENTS OF THE EXISTING BUILDINGS upon the ceded 

t a total of above £1,100,000 sterlin P Pere land to belong absolutely to the company from the dates of the several 
* 2 Tip ie ee P " | assignments. These rentals are reported by Signor Mengoni, an architect 

The Concessionarics have already provided £90,000 for payment of | of great reputation in Italy, specially appointed to the Mnnicipality of 
caution-money to the Municipality, and for the first section of the land | Milan, and by Mr. C. Barry, at £76 000 per annum. 

(which has been registered in the names of the Company’s trustees), &c., | §. The materials arising from the demolition of the whole buildings 

An agreement has also been entered into between them and the Company (valued at 1,000,000 lire, or £40,000), to belong, without any payment, 

that the purchase-money for the c.ncession shall include preliminary ex- | to the Company. 

wre nin bo sopn toms the, sogueh bp 00. Dees, (gn "bin. site | tr toe Wemmunine bared ose omnes ine pecan ae 
wi seen from the report by Mr. Barry, that ‘‘ so large a con- y unicipality, but all such ornament to be the permane = 

tribution would not have been made by the town, but for the fact that | perty of the Company. 

the Municipality obtained the sanction of the State, four years since, to 8. The Municipality to pay the Company at a fixed tariff, all expenses 

establish a lottery for the express purpose of buying up this property | of paving, drainage, and construction of sewers. This tariff will bea 

from the profits thereof, the result of which has been the raising, without | source of great profit to the Company. 

any cost to the city, of the whole of the necessary funds; consequently , 9 The Municipality biuds itself to give absolute possession of the pro- 
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perty conceded, without any other charge to the Company than the 
usval Government dues upon transfer. 

10, The Company to have the preference in executing any future mu- 
nicipal improvements in Milan. 

The wealth and importance of Milan as the commercial centre of 
Northern Italy, and which will be increased by the removal of the capital 
from Turin. render the prospects of this Company exceptionally favour- 
able. The quarter of the city to be rebuilt is, as stated by Mr. Barry, as 
much the centre of commerce in Milan as Cheapside and Cornhil! are that 
of London. The improvement of this business portion of the town has 
long been imperatively called for. From these facts, coupled with the 
progressive increase of rentals, the demand from occupants about to be 
displaced, and others for business pr mises, cffices, houses, clubs, cafes, 
and other buildings on the sites which the Company will possess, the 
Directors are satisfied that highly lucrative returns will attend the pro- 
jected operations. 

The Company will forthwith proceed to the erection of the buildings, 
subsequently selling the same or granting leases at premiums, reserving 
the ground rents in perpetuity, or capitalising them, as hereafter may be 
determined. The demolition of the old buildings on the first section of 
the land ceded to the Company is already in progress. 

Applications have been received for leasing and purchasing some of the 
buildings as soon as reconstructed, on terms in excess of the estimates 
submitted to the Directors. These estimates calculated by Signor Men- 
goni and Mr. Barry, only upon the basis of the present rents, show a re- 
turn of £106,000 per annum from the reconstructed buildings. 

Owing tothe probability that a large proportion of the capital for this 
undertaking will be derived from the sale of the new buildings, it is 
difficult to arrive at any precise calculation of the large profits likely to 
accrue tothe Company ; but taking £106,000 a year merely from rentals 
as a basis, and assuming the capital to be raised, as proposed, in shares 
and debentures, the ultimate dividend on the share cspital may be fairiy 
estimated at 15 per cent., and this from freehold rents. A considerable 
increase on this return m_ y be looked for from the gradual sale of the 
Company's property and other sources. 

The concession, plans, reports, and articles of association can be 
inspected at the offices of Messrs. Bircham, Dalrymyle, Drake, and Co., 
46, Parliament street, Westminster. 

Applications for shares are to be made in the annexed form, and left 
with the bankers of the Company, upon payment of the deposit of £1 per 
share. If no allotment is made to the applicant the deposit will be imme- 
diately returned without deduction, and if a less number of shares be 
allotted than is applied for. the deposit paid will, so far as necessary, be 
credited towards the payment due on allotment. 

Arrangements have been made with the Company for a reservation of 
five thousand shares for allotment to applicants who are shareholders of 
The Credit Foncier and Mobilier of England (Limited). 

In consequence of inquiries which haye already been made, the Direc- 





tors have decided also to receive applications for allotments of shares 
fully paid up, not exceeding in the aggregate one fourth part of the 
capital, such shares to bear interest from the date of payment. 

Prospectuses and forms of application can be obtained at the offices of 
the Credit Foncier and Mobilier of England (Limited), 17 and 18, Corn- 
hill, also of the bankers, of the brokers, ard of the Secretary of the 
Company. 

January, 1865. 





ForM OF APPLICATION FOR SHARES. 
To be retained by the Bankers, 
Sere 
To the Directors of the City of Milan Improvements Company (Limited). 
Gentlemen,—Having paid to your bankers, Messrs, Robarts, Lubbock, 
& Co., the sum of £ » being a deposit of £1 per share on 
shares in the above Company, I hereby request that you will allot me 
that number ; and I agree to accept such shares, or any less number 
you may allot to me, on the terms of the prospectus, and I agree to pay 
the deposit on allotment, and to sign the articles of association of 
the Company when required, ard [ authorise you to insert my 
name on the register of members for the number of shares allotted 
to me, 
Usual signature ...... akitebenscesnansann sdeeasdiatiesa és 
Name in full... 
Residence ... 
Profession ..... 
DME esccsenes 












Or if fully paid up shares are required, to be made on the undermen- 
tioned form: 
ForM OF APPLICATION FoR FULLY Patp Up SHaREs, 
To be retained by the Bankers, 
MO snnss-ons 
To the Directors of the City of Milan Improvements Company (Limited). 
Gentlemen,—Having paid to your bankers, Messrs. Robarts, Lubbock, 
& Co., the sum of £ , being a deposit of £1 per share on 
shares in the above Company, Ihereby request that you will 
allot me that number of fully paid up shares, and I agree to accept such 
shares, or any less number you may allot to me, on the terms of the 
prospectus; and I agree to pay the amount of such shares on allotment, 
and to sign the articles of association of the Company when required, and 
T authorise you to insert my name on the register of members for the 
number of s)ares allotted to me. 
USUAL BIBNACUTS: osiccoccsesisccarecesssessccesecsencasvass 
Name in fell... 
Residence ... * ° 
Profession pie Seeieeo 

















DEBENTURES AT SIX PER CENT. 
ees EAST INDIA FINANCIAL ASSOCIA- 
TION (Limited )— 
Subscriled Capital, £1,000,000. 
Directors, 
Chairman—Henry D. Cartwright, Esq. 
Lewis Balfour, Esq. Thomas Maltby Robinson, Esq. 
James Layton, Esq. Sir J. Sibbald D. Scott, Bart. 
Lieut.-Colone] Wm. McGeorge. Henry Danby Seymour, Esq. M.P. 
William Moran, Esq. Falkiner C, Sandes, Esq. 
J. Carrington Palmer, Esq. 
G. F. Rimington, Esq., Manager. 

Established Agencies and Committees in Calcutta and Bomtay— 
Issues Debentures, for Three to Five Years, at Six per Cent. Interest, 
payable half-yearly, secured by all the property and unpaid Capital of the 
Company, including LAND AND HOUSE MORTGAGE SECURITIES 
IN INDIA, WHICH ARE TO BE ALWAYS EQUAL IN AMOUNT TO 
THE SUM OF DEBENTURES ISSUED. 

7, East India-avenue, Leadenhali-street, London. 


p—p* SBENTURES at 5, 54, and 6 per CENT.— 
CEYLON COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Directors. 
Lawford Acland, Esq., Chairman, Duncan James Kuy, Esq. 
Major-Gen. Henry Pelham Burn, Stephen P. Kennard, Esq. 
Harry George Gordon, Esq. Patrick F Robertson, Esq. 
George Ireland, Esq. | Robert cg Esq. 
Manager—C. J. Baatye, 

The Directors are prepared to ISSUE DEBENTURES for one, three 
and five years, at 5, 54, and 6 per Cent. respectively. 

They are also prepared to invest Money on Mortgage in Ceylon and 
Maupiting, either with or without the guarantee of the Company, as may 
be arranged. 

Applications for particulars to be made at the office of the company, 
No. 12, Leadenhall-street, London.—By order 

JOHN ANDERSON, Secretary. 











r ANNUITIES AND REVERSIONS. 

4" REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
68, Chancery-lane, London. 
CuarkMaAN—Russell Gurney, Esq., Q.C., Recorder of London. 
Deruty-Cuairnman— Sir W. J. Alexander, Bart., Q.C. 

teversions and Life Interests purchased. Immediate and Deferred An- 
nuities granted in exchangefor Reversionary and Contingent Interests. 

Loans may also be obtained on the security of Reversions, 

Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Contingent, and also Endowments, 
granted on favourable terms. 

Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and ail further information, may 
be had at the office. C. B. CLABON, See. 


OLICITORS’ and GENERAL LIFE ASSUR- 
b ANCE SOCIETY, 52, Chancery-lane, London, W.C.— Subscribed 
Capita!, One Million, Four-fifths of the profits on the Participating 
Class divided quinquennially among the assured. Fourth division of 
profits in 1866, CHARLES JOHN GILL, Sec. 








wrens AND IL: AW LIFE & ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY.—18, Lincoln's-inn-fields, W.C. 
once is hereby given, that the Dividend upon the Capital of this 
Society, for te year ending December 31, 1864, at the rate of Seven 
Shillings per Share, clear of Income Tax, will be payable to the Proprietors, 
daily, on and after the 19th Gay of January inst. 
By order of the Board of Directors, 
T. B, SPRAGUE, Actuary and Secretary. 
January 2, 1864. 


MNHE LAW UNION INSURANCE COMPANY 
has MONEY to LEND upon Live Interests, Reversions, &c. 
coupled with Life Assurance.—Applications to be made to 
126, Chancery-lane. FRANK MeGEDY, Secretary 


ANTED, by the LIFE INVESTM 








INVESTME VE 
MORTGAGE, and ASSURANCE COMPANY (Limited), pis: 
TRICT SUPERINTENDENTS of AGENTS for several localities in 
England and Scotland. Middle aged men preferred.— Apply. Head Office, 
8, New Bridge-street, Blackfriars, EDWIN YELLAND, Manager. 


“HE LANDS IMPROVEMENT COMPANY 

(incorporated by Special Act of Parliament in 1853), 2, Old Palace 

Yard, Westminster, S.W.—To Landowners, the Clergy, Estate Agents, 

Surveyors, &c., in England and Wales, and in Scotland. The Company 

advances money, unlimited in amount, for the following works of agricul- 

tural improvement, the whole outlay and expense in all cases being liqui- 
dated by a rent-charge for 25 years :— 

1. Drainage, irrigation and warping, embanking, enclosing, clearing, 
reclamation, planting for any beneficial purpose engines or machinery for 
drainage or irrigation. 

2, Farm roads, tramways, and railroads for agricultural or farming 
purposes. 

3. Jetties or landing places on the sea coast, or on the banks of navi: 
gable rivers or lakes. 

4. The erection of farm houses, labourers’ cottages, and other buildings 
required for farm purposes, and the improvement of and additions to 
farm houses and other buildings for farm purposes. 

Landowners assessed under the provisions of any Act of Parliament, 
Royal Charter, or Commission, in respect of uny public or general works 
of drainage or other improvements, may borrow their proportionate 
share of the costs, and charge the same with the expenses of the lands 
improved. 

No investigation of title is required, and the Company, being of a strictly 
‘inancial character, do not interfere with the plans and execution of the 
works, which are controlled only by the Government Enclosure Commis- 
sioners, 

For further information and for forms of application, apply to the Hon. 
WILLIAM NAPIER, Managing Director, 2, Old Palace-yard, Westmin- 
ster, S.W. 

ry STATES AND HOUSES, Country and Town 

_4 Residences, Landed Estates, Investments, Hunting Seats, Fishing 
and Shooting Quarters, Manors, &.—Mr. JAMES BEAL’S REGISVER of 
the above, published on the Ist of each month, forwarded per post, or 
may be had on application at the Office, 209, Piccadilly, W.—Particulars 
for insertion should be forwarded not later than the 28th of each month. 








